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1 Risk factors of adolescent aggression within major socialization 
contexts: An integrative research framework 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
Aggressive behavior in adolescence has long and repeatedly been the focus of media atten-
tion as well as public and scientific debate. Most notably, lasting concerns about aggression 
perpetrated within major socialization domains including the family (Kuay et al., 2016; 
O’Hara, Duchschere, Beck, & Lawrence, 2017) and school (Longobardi, Badenes-Ribera, 
Fabris, Martinez, & McMahon, 2019; O’Donnell et al., 2006) make the investigation of the 
developmental origins and correlates of aggressive behavior appear highly relevant.   
 The etiology of adolescent aggression has been an extensively studied area within the 
scientific disciplines of sociology, psychology, and criminology for several decades. Since 
the family and school are key socialization domains where aggressive behavior is not only 
perpetrated but also conditioned, the identification of family- and school-based risk factors 
of aggression toward parents, schoolteachers, and peers is highly warranted. In criminolog-
ical research, the risk factor prevention paradigm (e.g., Farrington, 2000) has gained signif-
icant influence for explaining maladaptive youth outcomes since the 1990s. Its primary aim 
is to identify key risk factors of offending, to establish protective factors, and to implement 
prevention methods designed to counteract them. More recently, a new body of theoretical 
and empirical research on risk and resilience has emerged (e.g., Stanley, 2003, 2008) which 
reconceptualizes youth problem behavior as resulting from dynamic actors who actively 
cope with certain conditions of risk (e.g., Farrington, Ttofi, & Piquero, 2016). It is based on 
a social-ecological understanding of aggression (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) according to which 
youth simultaneously participate in multiple social settings as they grow up. Adolescents are 
assumed to have dynamic and interactive relationships with their environments as well as 
the agency and capability to select and modify social settings (Stanley, 2008).   
 Relying on such an ecologically embedded risk and resilience perspective, the aim of 
the present cumulative dissertation is to identify family and school risk factors of aggression 
toward major socializing agents (parents, schoolteachers, school peers, and romantic part-
ners). Furthermore, it seeks to assess the interplay of these risk factors as well as their inter-
action with protective factors that may alleviate such risks. The central research questions 
are the following: (1) How are family- and school-based risk factors associated with ado-
lescent aggression toward parents, schoolteachers, school peers, and romantic partners? 
(2) How do these risk factors interact with each other as well as with protective factors in 
relation to the explanation of aggressive behavior?  
Aggression that is directed toward parents, schoolteachers, and peers can take many 
forms, ranging from relatively minor acts (such as name calling or pushing) to more serious 
acts (such as hitting, kicking, or punching, see Allen & Anderson, 2011). Social psychology 
researchers have mostly converged to a single definition of aggression, commonly defined 
as behavior that is intended to harm another person who is motivated to avoid that harm 
(Bushman & Huesmann, 1998; DeWall & Anderson, 2011). This harm can take several 
forms, including physical injury, verbal aggression, and relational aggression (Körner & 
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Deegener, 2015; Krahé, 2014). In criminological research, the term violence is sometimes 
treated as separate from aggression (Allen & Anderson, 2011). From a social-psychological 
view, however, violence can be conceptualized as a subset of aggression, designating an 
extreme form that has severe physical harm (e.g., serious injury) as its goal (Bushman & 
Huesmann, 2010; Huesmann & Taylor, 2006). Allen and Anderson (2011) note that aggres-
sive and violent behaviors can be viewed as being on a continuum of severity with relatively 
minor acts of aggression at the low end of the spectrum and violence at the high end of the 
spectrum.1 Aggression can be expressed directly or indirectly (Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, & 
Peltonen, 1988), whereby direct aggression refers to situations where the victim is physically 
present (e.g., hitting a person or cursing a person), while the victim is physically absent with 
indirect aggression (e.g., spreading rumors about a person who is not present). 
 For the purposes of this work, we define aggression as an observable behavior of various 
forms (e.g., physical, verbal, relational, see Bushman & Huesmann, 1998) that is intended 
to harm another individual against his or her will. While physical aggression involves phys-
ically harming another person (e.g., pushing, hitting), verbal aggression can be defined as 
behavior which damages or substantially reduces the mental facilities and processes of an 
individual (e.g., name calling, swearing, or yelling, see O'Hagan, 1993). Relational aggres-
sion (sometimes also called social aggression) refers to behavior that is intended to harm 
others “through deliberate manipulation of their social standing and relationships” (Stein-
berg, Reyome, & Bjornsen, 2001), e.g., excluding others from social activities, spreading 
rumors, withdrawing attention and friendship, or telling others not to hang out with someone. 
Consistent with the definition presented above, we conceptualize violence as a subcategory 
of aggression. Instead of strictly referring to violence in terms of behavior that intends to 
cause extreme physical harm, we employ violence as a more descriptive term that incorpo-
rates both physical and nonphysical forms of more severe aggression.2      
 Although special attention on serious violence seems warranted, the vast majority of 
aggressive acts perpetrated during adolescence are of less severe nature. Even such acts are 
likely to result in both short- and long-term maladjustment, including low educational at-
tainment, criminal behavior, emotional and social adjustment problems, reduced partnership 
satisfaction in adulthood, and health impairment (e.g., Estévez, Jiménez, & Moreno, 2018; 
Maughan & Rutter, 2001; Weaver, Borkowski, & Whitman, 2008). Consequently, research 
that goes beyond the analysis of (re-)offending populations by using normative community 
samples is of high relevance for acquiring a deeper understanding of aggression directed 
toward major socializing agents. This is all the more true in view of empirical evidence 
                                                          
1 Other definitions of violence also encompass relational or verbal forms (such as verbal or emotional abuse), 
for example with regard to intimate partner violence Bair-Merritt (2010), teen dating violence (Wincentak, 
Connolly, and Card (2017), or child-to-parent violence (CPV, see e.g., Cottrell, 2001).  
2 It can be argued that such a comprehensive definition of aggression (including physical, verbal, and social 
aggression) bears the danger of blurring the sharpness of the term. This is because it allows incorporating more 
latent forms of aggression that are highly linked with individual sensitivity. For example, there is an increasing 
tendency to discover new types of “aggression” in language (e.g., Zampieri et al., 2019), which make an ever 
larger circle of the population not only potential victims but also perpetrators. However, the large scientific 
consensus on the used definition as well as the empirically demonstrated relevance of verbal and social aggres-
sion justify their consideration as a central explanandum of this work. 
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showing that adverse consequences of aggression are observable not only among the perpe-
trators but also among the victims (Benson & Buehler, 2012; Moore et al., 2014; Tremblay, 
2005).                    
 It is empirically well established that aggression is a common, temporary and largely 
normative phenomenon that dramatically increases during the developmental stage of ado-
lescence (Moffitt, 1993, 2017). For example, Karriker-Jaffe, Foshee, Ennett, and Suchindran 
(2008) used multilevel growth curve models to examine trajectories of physical and social 
(verbal and relational) aggression among rural adolescents. They showed that physical and 
social aggression followed curvilinear trajectories from ages 11 to 18, whereby increases in 
each type of aggression were followed by declines. Physical aggression peaked around age 
15, and social aggression around age 14 (for similar results, see e.g., Farrell, Sullivan, Es-
posito, Meyer, & Valois, 2005; Löber & Hay, 1997).         
 Despite its largely normative character, aggressive behavior may also indicate serious 
mental illness for a subset of individuals, representing a significant clinical challenge for 
mental healthcare providers (Pompili, Carlone, Silvestrini, & Nicolò, 2017). Indeed, the 
manifestation of aggression has been outlined as an associated symptom of many psychiatric 
disorders, showing throughout the life span in the form of various maladjustments (e.g., at-
tention-deficit hyperactivity disorder in children and adolescents and intimate partner vio-
lence in adults, see Liu, Lewis, & Evans, 2012). Prospective longitudinal studies have estab-
lished that severe aggression is relatively stable over the life course and typically starts in 
childhood (Farrington, 1989; Huesmann, Dubow, & Boxer, 2009; Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter, & 
Silva, 2001). Regardless of its age of onset and chronicity, aggressive behavior in adoles-
cents has been identified as a pervasive social and health problem across the globe 
(McClanahan, McCoy, & Jacobsen, 2015; Smith 2016; Cicchetti and Lynch 1993).  
 A socialization perspective views the manifestation of aggression as a socially learned 
behavior. Most impressively emphasized by research guided by the ‘cycle-of-violence’-hy-
pothesis (Widom, 1989; Widom & Wilson, 2015), exposure to violence has been highlighted 
as a key risk factor of aggression (see e.g., Wolfe, Crooks, Lee, McIntyre-Smith, & Jaffe, 
2003). The cycle of violence explains aggressive behavior by exposure to (parental) violence 
during childhood, assuming that children develop aggressive tendencies through observa-
tional learning. Apart from that, the research framework on Adverse Childhood Experiences 
(ACE) has gained increasing scientific attention across various scientific disciplines in re-
cent years. Originating from a U.S. study conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention on the long-term relationship between ACEs and later-life health and well-being 
beginning in the year 1995, the ACE-framework focuses on the social risk factors of mala-
daptive development. It has ever since entailed a considerable amount of research from var-
ious scientific fields, spanning from neurobiology to public health research. Among the 
many childhood adversities studied (e.g., neglect, parental separation or divorce, poverty, 
parental substance use, parental mental illness), exposure to family violence is a topic that 
has garnered particular attention over the past decades.         
 The term family violence incorporates a range of subtypes of aggression between family 
members (including parent-child, intimate partner-intimate partner, or sibling-sibling ag-
gression, Bair-Merritt, 2010). Of these, parent-to-child (verbal, physical, sexual) aggression 
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and intimate partner violence (IPV, also referred to as interparental violence) are the most 
extensively studied (e.g., Anda et al., 2005; Baglivio, 2018; Brown, Perera, Masho, Mezuk, 
& Cohen, 2015; Matsuura, Hashimoto, & Toichi, 2013; Narayan, Labella, Englund, Carlson, 
& Egeland, 2017; Xue, Lin, Sun, & Cao, 2017). Both subtypes of family violence represent 
major adverse socialization experiences (Osofsky, 2003) affecting both concurrent and long-
term adjustment outcomes of children and adolescents, including bullying (deVries et al., 
2018; Lereya, Samara, & Wolke, 2013), aggression (Westbrook, Harden, Holmes, Meisch, 
& Vick Whittaker, 2013), externalizing behavior problems (Barnes, Boutwell, Beaver, & 
Gibson, 2013; Gershoff, Lansford, Sexton, Davis-Kean, & Sameroff, 2012), intimate partner 
violence in adulthood (Afifi, Mota, Sareen, & MacMillan, 2017; Wolfe & Jaffe, 1991), in-
ternalizing behavior problems, as well as reduced mental health (Fergusson, Boden, & Hor-
wood, 2008; Taillieu & Brownridge, 2013; Wolfe & Jaffe, 1991; see Ferguson, 2013; Ger-
shoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016 for meta-analytic reviews).  
 Adverse conditions of socialization are not limited to the immediate context of the fam-
ily, but span into more distal social environments, such as the school setting (Feerick & 
Silverman, 2006; Flannery, Wester, & Singer, 2004). For instance, the concept of exposure 
to violence (ETV) has been applied to a range of other social contexts besides the home (e.g., 
school, neighborhood and community), whereby both direct victimization and indirect ex-
posure, that is, witnessing violence, have been studied (Buka, Stichick, Birdthistle, & Earls, 
2001; Cooley, Turner, & Beidel, 1995; Hastings & Kelley, 1997; Turner, Finkelhor, Shat-
tuck, & Hamby, 2012). Despite its focus on physical aggression, the term ETV has also been 
used to designate nonphysical forms of violence, that is, verbal and relational aggression 
(Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008; Corvo & deLara, 2010; Flowers, 2002). As the 
WHO and the National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion (CD, 
Atlanta GA) stressed in their collaborative framework for public health surveillance in 2009, 
there is a need to expand the set of defined adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) to bullying 
and other forms of peer-to-peer violence. Such enlargements seem also warranted in relation 
to aspects of the broader school social environment (e.g., dysfunctional teacher-student re-
lationships or victimization by teachers).  
Analyzing the social ecology of adolescent aggression in major socialization contexts 
embodies a central research strand at the interface between sociological, psychological, and 
criminological research. Enhancing knowledge on the relevance of the wider social environ-
ment (including individual, family, classroom, and school characteristics) for adolescent ag-
gression toward particular agents of socialization allows to better understand the nature and 
correlates of specific types of aggressive behavior, as well as to attain a more solid empirical 
foundation for designing effective intervention strategies and assisting at-risk children. This 
ultimately helps prevention and treatment of behavioral difficulties, both among clinically 
relevant and normative cases of aggression perpetration. Through the modification of risk 
factors by intervention strategies implemented at different levels of development, the use of 
aggression toward parents, schoolteachers, and peers may be significantly reduced or pre-
vented.   
The remainder of Chapter 1 is structured as follows: In a first step, adolescent aggression 
will be specified as a micro-level phenomenon that is conditioned by factors on multiple 
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analytical levels (Chapter 1.2). What follows is an overview of the current state of research 
on adolescent aggression toward major socialization figures (that is, parents, schoolteachers, 
and peers, see Chapter 1.3). In doing so, special attention will be given to the risk factor of 
exposure to violence within social settings. We then embed the central research question in 
a social-ecological framework of aggression which considers various risk domains (individ-
ual, family, and school, see Chapter 1.4). In this chapter, the role of exposure to violence as 
a major risk correlate of aggression will be again emphasized. The presented findings are 
then integrated into an ecological risk and resilience conceptual model of aggression within 
major socialization contexts (Chapter 1.5). The integration of theoretically and empirically 
validated risk factors across socialization domains represents the merging of four dominant 
literature strands which have each been developed largely independent from one another: (1) 
adolescent aggression toward major agents of socialization (that is, parents, schoolteachers, 
and peers), (2) the multilevel correlates and causes of aggression (individual characteristics, 
family characteristics, classroom- and school-related characteristics), (3) exposure to several 
types of violence in the family and school setting, and (4) cross-domain moderators of the 
link between exposure to violence and aggression. 
With the intention to contribute to the theoretical integration of these research strands, 
four special needs for research are derived from the conceptual model (Chapter 1.6). These 
refer to different sub-processes of the proposed theoretical model that have yet gained rela-
tively little research attention. Afterwards, the specific requirements for empirical data to 
test the implications of the model and research needs will be briefly presented (Chapter 1.7). 
What follows is an overview of the four single contributions (Chapter 1.8) as well as a sum-
mary of the main findings (Chapter 1.9), before the contributions will be presented in detail 
(Chapter 2 to Chapter 6). It has to be noted that this dissertation does not aim to test the full 
conceptual model, but instead addresses specific hypotheses that serve as examples of the 
empirical application of the identified theoretical relationships. In this function, the empiri-
cal applications contribute to a deeper understanding of the developmental correlates and 
processes by which victimization and other harmful characteristics within the broader social 
ecology of children and adolescents are related to aggressive behavior toward parents, 
schoolteachers, and peers. Furthermore, they demonstrate the practical applicability of the 
integrative theoretical framework developed here and motivate its application in further re-
search. 
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1.2 Micro-foundation of aggression as an explanandum of social science re-
search  
 
The key explanandum of this dissertation is aggressive behavior perpetrated by adolescents 
in different socialization contexts. Early sociological theorists such as Coleman (1990) and 
Boudon (1998) have developed explanatory frameworks that allow for the specification of 
aggressive behavior as a micro-level phenomenon which is conditioned by both individual 
and collective properties (see also Esser, 2002). These frameworks thereby allow handling 
the tension between individual and collective levels of influence. Coleman’s (1990) concep-
tualization has become the standard model in analytical (Hedström, 2005; Hedström & Yli-
koski, 2010) and explaining sociology (e.g., Opp, 2014) to specify relationships between 
micro and macro contexts (see Figure 1). His well-known diagram is related to the concept 
of ‘methodological individualism’ (Coleman, 1986, 1990) which argues that social phenom-
ena must be explained by showing how they result from individual actions (Raub & Voss, 
2017). These, in turn, must be explained through reference to the intentions that motivate 
the individual actors.                  
 The micro-macro-model allows to connect different analytical levels by stating that so-
cial action is always structured by the concrete social context in which it takes place (logic 
of the situation), and that individual action is determined by a selection of perceptions, which 
are translated in specific actions (logic of selection). Such actions can be aggregated on the 
meso level (logic of the aggregation) in various forms, and can also take the form of aggre-
gate phenomena on the macro level. In Coleman’s terminology, the macro-level refers not 
only to society as a whole, but also to social subsystems such as the family or school (Cole-
man 1986a: 346). It denotes collective phenomena that are described by concepts referring 
to properties of social systems, incorporating both larger and smaller social systems, such as 
a dyad (e.g., parent-adolescent, teacher-adolescent, peer-adolescent) or a small group (e.g., 
family, classroom, or peer group). The term ‘micro’ refers to properties of individuals, in-
cluding their behavior (Raub & Voss, 2017).  
Following this scheme, the central explanandum of this dissertation is aggression as a 
micro outcome. The diagram in Figure 1 shows that the explanandum at the micro-level, that 
is, individual (aggressive) behavior, follows from an explanans comprising assumptions on 
individual behavior (Node B, Arrow 2), macro-conditions (Node A), and bridge assumptions 
(Arrow 1, see also Raub & Voss, 2017, 12ff.). At the same time, it is assumed that individual 
actions are influenced by larger social contexts (i.e., family and school), which can be re-
ferred to as macro structures. Thus, both macro-conditions and micro-conditions will be ex-
amined as part of the explanation. In light of the assumed interrelatedness of micro- and 
macro-level contexts in shaping individual behavior, a deeper understanding of the anteced-
ents and correlates of aggressive behavior toward relevant agents of socialization requires a 
broader theoretical framework that incorporates multiple levels of influence (i.e., individual 
and social contextual conditions). 
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Figure 1. Coleman’s Model of Social Explanation (based on Coleman, 1990, p. 9).  
 
The linking of different analytical levels appears to be a prerequisite for theoretical integra-
tion when analyzing the question of how aggressive behavior of adolescents toward major 
agents of socialization (parents, schoolteachers, and peers) is shaped by cross-level risk fac-
tors. For this task, a large number of risk factors must be arranged in a model in such a way 
that proximal and distal factors can be differentiated from each other. For example, proximal 
factors refer to the quality of relationships with parents, schoolteachers, and peers, while 
distal factors refer to the socio-structural composition of a school class or school. This, in 
turn, may have an indirect effect on individual aggression through the extent of aggressive 
orientations exhibited within the school class. The reliance on an integrative theoretical 
framework for explaining adolescent aggression is all the more warranted in light of extant 
research on the cycle of violence having identified a huge number of factors affecting the 
relationship between child maltreatment and later aggression. Since these factors hardly fit 
into any singular theoretical explanation, future research clearly benefits from applying an 
ecological perspective, which understands violence to be multidetermined (Tomsich, 2015; 
Widom, 2000). A major advantage of ecological models is that they allow to simultaneously 
model the influence of risk factors from various analytical levels on specific phenomena.
D: Macro outcomes A: Macro-conditions  
Meso level  
(Logic of the situation)                                                                                                 
B: Micro-conditions 
Aggregation  
(Logic of the aggregation)                                                                                                 
C: Micro-outcomes 
 
(Logic of selection) 
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1.3 Aggression toward parents, schoolteachers, school peers, and romantic  
partners 
 
Society is based on a set of norms which comprise “the rules and standards that are under-
stood by members of a group, and that guide and/or constrain social behavior without the 
force of laws” (Cialdini & Trost, 1998, p. 152). Normative influences predominantly occur 
in socialization contexts where adolescents spend a substantial amount of time. The family 
and school are two important social institutions in which traditional authority figures (e.g., 
parents and schoolteachers) play a key role for the transmission of norms through the provi-
sion of care, protection, and knowledge (Estévez & Rachitskiy, 2010; Tyler, 2006). Besides 
normative influence based on interactions with institutional authority figures, relationships 
and interactions with peers occurring notably within the institutionalized context of second-
ary schooling are central to the formation of adolescents’ normative understandings and be-
havior.  
From birth, parents teach children the concept and function of social norms as well as 
the consequences of non-compliance with these norms through modeling behavior and shap-
ing normative and moral understandings (Durkin, 2003). As children enter school, teachers 
begin to influence their conception of the world and solidify norms already learned in the 
family (Estévez & Rachitskiy, 2010). Together, parents and teachers provide guidance for 
adolescents in how to comply with the social norms practiced within a given society, 
whereby norm enforcement is also effectuated by sanctioning those that do not comply. 
Compliance with social norms typically takes the form of cooperation with authorities, while 
aggression is viewed as an expression of non-compliance (see Durkin, 2003; Tyler, 2006). 
Non-compliance is likely if authority figures fail to live up to the expectation of modeling 
socially normative behavior. For example, they may fail to provide protection from harm, 
leading adolescents to adopt aggression as a strategy of defense (Emler, 2009). Thus, alt-
hough parents and teachers are expected to represent vital sources of behavioral modeling 
and norm enforcement, they may not always succeed in fulfilling their roles and tasks.  
 When aiming at a better understanding of adolescent aggression from a socialization 
perspective, it is essential to note that normative influence can be understood both in positive 
(in the sense of promoting socially desired behavior) and negative (in the sense of promoting 
socially undesired behavior) terms. In other words, norm compliance does not necessarily 
take the form of behavior that adheres to the normative rules and standards of society. Rather, 
aggression can be a form of compliance with social norms in certain environments. The 
socialization of aggression is particularly likely if authorities and peers violate social norms 
themselves, for example by using physical (e.g., hitting, pushing) or verbal (e.g., yelling, 
shouting, demeaning) aggression. Such modeling of aggressive behavior may ultimately pro-
voke a bidirectional pattern of aggression within significant socialization contexts, or may 
lead to the transmission of aggression norms across social settings. Furthermore, aggressive 
behavior can be an expression of norm compliance within the peer context if such behavior 
is highly accepted or frequently perpetrated within the group.   
Behavioral norms and standards are likely to be connected to macro-level phenomena 
that exert an influence on micro-level outcomes. Such macro-level phenomena may include 
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declining respect and social recognition of the teaching profession (see e.g., Dolton et al., 
2018) as well as a general decrease in the acceptance of authority and in the appreciation of 
discipline. Similarly, cultural understandings and models of educational styles in schools 
and the family are part of the larger social ecology. These have been shown to vary along a 
socioeconomic gradient, as has been frequently demonstrated for parents’ childrearing 
knowledge and cultural values (Roubinov & Boyce, 2017): Parenting within low socioeco-
nomic family environments has been observed to be harsher and more punitive compared to 
parenting in higher socioeconomic family environments (Hoffmann, 2003). In addition, low 
socioeconomic status has been related to heightened family conflict, low levels of support, 
and exposures to family violence (Repetti, Taylor, & Seeman, 2002). Thus, normative un-
derstandings are embedded in certain macro-level structures that ultimately affect behavior 
on the micro-level, including adolescent aggression.   
Developmental psychology contends that adolescents bear a particularly high risk of 
becoming both perpetrators and victims of aggressive behavior in relevant socialization con-
texts, compared to other age groups (Heinze, Stoddard, Aiyer, Eisman, & Zimmerman, 
2017). This is because the developmental stage of adolescence is often characterized by high 
levels of ambiguity and stress, in which adolescents form new friendships and first romantic 
relationships, while experiencing rapid changes of biological, cognitive, emotional, and so-
cial nature (Crone, van Duijvenvoorde, & Peper, 2016). Furthermore, adolescents increas-
ingly strive for autonomy (Branje, 2018; Branje, Laursen, & Collins, 2013; Spear & Kulbok, 
2004), which is a crucial developmental task (Allen, Hauser, Bell, & O'Connor, 1994). The 
rapid changes and strive for independence have a salient impact on interpersonal relation-
ships with parents, schoolteachers, and peers (Andrew Collins, Laursen, Mortensen, Lueb-
ker, & Ferreira, 1997; Collins & Steinberg, 1998). Most importantly, conflicts between ad-
olescents and major agents of socialization become more likely, which may also be resolved 
aggressively. Thus, adolescent aggression is likely to be the result of both normative influ-
ence by significant others and particular developmental challenges.  
 In the following, the current state of research on adolescent aggression toward major 
socialization figures (that is, parents, schoolteachers, and peers) will be presented, whereby 
special attention will be given to the socialization of aggression through exposure to aggres-
sion and violence.  
Adolescent-to-parent aggression 
Aggression perpetrated by adolescents toward their parents or primary caregivers, also re-
ferred to as adolescent-to-parent violence (APV), or child-to-parent violence (CPV), consti-
tutes a major social problem that has been vastly understudied compared with other forms 
of family violence (most notably parent-to-child abuse and intimate partner violence; Kuay 
et al., 2016; Kuay, Tiffin, Boothroyd, Towl, & Centifanti, 2017). This is true despite a rela-
tively high rate of occurrence and increasing prevalence of APV in many societies across 
the globe (e.g., Calvete, Orue, & Gamez-Guadix, 2013). Some empirical studies have pro-
vided important reasons for why family violence has long stayed under-acknowledged 
within social policy, research, and professional practice (Coogan, 2011; Routt & Anderson, 
2014). Obviously, there are some barriers for parents to report their children’s assaults 
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against them. Parents might feel responsible for their child’s aggressive behavior, might fear 
their child’s reaction, or may want to protect the family image (Gallagher, 2004; Kuay et al., 
2017; Margolin & Baucom, 2014; Rotthaus, 2006; Williams, Tuffin, & Niland, 2017). As a 
consequence, the phenomenon of APV remains largely under-reported to social workers and 
practitioners.                  
 Although there is no generally accepted definition of APV, this type of family violence 
refers to a pattern of coercive behaviors perpetrated by children that reverse conventional 
notions of family power relations (Holt, 2012; Tew & Nixon, 2010). It denotes a variety of 
physical and psychological behaviors designed to control, coerce and dominate the parent 
and family members (Selwyn & Meakings, 2016). While Cottrell (2001, p. 3) defined this 
behavior as “any act of a child that is intended to cause physical, psychological or financial 
damage to gain power and control over a parent” (e.g., assault with or without a weapon, 
emotional manipulation, verbal abuse, and stealing), Paterson, Luntz, Perlesz, and Cotton 
(2002, p. 92) additionally incorporate its impact on parenting in their definition of APV. 
They describe it as “behaviour considered to be violent if others in the family feel threatened, 
intimidated or controlled by it and if they believe that they must adjust their own behavior 
to accommodate threats or anticipation of violence”. According to Martínez, Estévez, Jimé-
nez, and Velilla (2015), an “exercise of power” differentiates child-to-parent aggression 
from adolescents’ “normal” rebellious behavior. Some adolescents may strive to release 
themselves from parental control may choose to dominate, coerce, and control their parents 
by using aggression (Tew & Nixon, 2010).           
 The majority of studies conducted so far has explored APV in the United States (e.g., 
Margolin & Baucom, 2014; Walsh & Krienert, 2007), Canada (e.g., Cottrell & Monk, 2004; 
Pagani et al., 2004; Pagani, Larocque, Vitaro, & Tremblay, 2003), and Spain (e.g., Contreras 
& Cano, 2014; Contreras & Cano, 2016; Ibabe & Bentler, 2016; Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 2010; 
Izaguirre & Calvete, 2016). In the United States, prevalence rates of physical aggression 
toward parents have been found to range between 7% and 29% (Kennair & Mellor, 2007). 
Within the European context, a series of recent studies conducted in Spain reveal prevalence 
rates between 5% and 21% for physical abuse (Calvete et al., 2014; Ibabe & Bentler, 2016; 
Ibabe, Jaureguizar, & Bentler, 2013), and rates between 33% and approximately 93% for 
verbal abuse (Calvete, Gamez-Guadix et al., 2013; Calvete, Orue, & Gamez-Guadix, 2013; 
Ibabe & Bentler, 2016). Qualitative accounts of APV that identify victim characteristics in 
offender samples demonstrate that APV is most often perpetrated toward mothers by their 
male children 14-17 years of age (Walsh & Krienert, 2007).         
 Little is known about APV in the German context, where only few studies have been 
conducted so far (Du Bois, 1994; Habermehl, 1989; Rotthaus, 2006; Rotthaus & Trapmann, 
2013; Trott, Friese, Reitze, Wirth, & Nissen, 1993). Looking at Germany is of particular 
interest because cultural normativeness concerning parenting behavior and the use of phys-
ical violence in particular differs from other cultural contexts, such as the United States, 
Canada, or Spain. While in these countries, social acceptance of parent-to-child violence is 
relatively high, the right of corporal punishment has been abolished in Germany since the 
year 2000. This may reflect a cultural understanding of parenting that more strongly favors 
positive parenting strategies, which, in turn, might be associated with lower levels of family 
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violence in general.                 
 APV might occur because parents and their children are faced with particular challenges 
that arise from the specific developmental period of adolescence: Parents and children have 
to reorganize responsibilities and move toward a more egalitarian relationship, which in-
volves more frequent and intense conflict between parents and children (Branje, 2018). Ac-
cording to the expectancy‐violation realignment model (Andrew Collins et al., 1997), these 
conflicts arise because adolescents and parents differ in their expectations regarding appro-
priate behavior, in particular the timing of transitions in authority, autonomy, and responsi-
bilities. Although conflict interactions between parents and their children are crucial to an 
adaptive renegotiation of parent-adolescent relationships (Branje, 2018), such dyadic pro-
cesses may not always result in effective adaptation. Most importantly, conflict between 
parents and their children can manifest itself in verbally and physically aggressive behavior 
perpetrated by adolescents toward their primary caregivers, and/or vice versa.    
 A consistent finding across studies is that APV is linked with aggressive childrearing 
practices that involve parents’ use of physical aggression (Kuay et al., 2017; Ulman & 
Straus, 2003). One the one hand, APV may be a situational response to conflict or a retalia-
tion of aggression perpetrated by parents (Gallagher, 2004). This seems to pertain especially 
to physical APV, as the findings from Browne and Hamilton (1998) demonstrate: In their 
sample of 469 university students, 80% of physical APV occurred in the immediate context 
of parental abuse. A socialization perspective views aggression as a socially learned behav-
ior (Bandura, 1978; Widom, 1989). As Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz (1980) theorized, par-
ents who use harsh parenting techniques model hostile and aggressive interactions, which 
places them at a higher risk of being assaulted by their child compared to those who use non-
aggressive techniques. The assumption that aggressive discipline methods can result in ag-
gressive behavior of adolescents within or across social contexts through social learning is 
also central to the ‘cycle of violence’-hypothesis (Widom, 1989; Widom & Maxfield, 2001). 
The term initially referred to the relationship between exposure to physical abuse in child-
hood and the perpetration of violence in adolescence or adulthood, maintaining that experi-
encing violence as a child or adolescent heightens the risk of later involvement in violence 
(Prevention  Forum on Global Violence, Health, & Medicine, 2011; Tomsich, 2015; Tunstall 
& Gover, 2018). By describing the process of victimized children becoming aggressive 
themselves in later life or developing more global conduct problems, the concept enhances 
the understanding of the life course implications as well as the intergenerational intersection 
of violence.                    
 In coercion theory, which has roots within social learning theory, Patterson and col-
leagues (Dishion & Patterson, 1997; Patterson, 1982; Reid, Patterson, & Snyder, 2003) spec-
ified how ineffectual parental responses to child problem behavior result in escalating aver-
sive and aggressive behaviors in children in the short-term. He hypothesized that aggressive 
behavior of children develops when parents use coercion as the primary mode for controlling 
their children (see also Eddy, Leve, & Fagot, 2001; Patterson, 2003). Frequent repetitions of 
such coercive cycles are expected to result in a progressive deterioration of aggressive be-
haviors in both variety and intensity coincident with lack of parental control over the aggres-
sion (Patanella et al., 2011; Thomas, 2011).            
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 In line with such a socialization perspective, empirical evidence demonstrates that APV 
is related to a previous history of violence in the family. Studies have shown that both expe-
riencing parent-to-child aggression and witnessing violence between parents is related to an 
increased likelihood of becoming perpetrators of aggression toward parents (Beckmann, 
Bergmann, Fischer, & Mößle, 2017; Boxer, Gullan, & Mahoney, 2009; Gámez-Guadix & 
Calvete, 2012; Pagani et al., 2004, 2009; Routt & Anderson, 2011). For example, Margolin 
and Baucom (2014) found that previous mother-to-adolescent aggression during early ado-
lescence significantly predicted adolescents’ physical APV even when controlling for par-
ents’ concurrent physical aggression. Thus, parent-directed aggression is not merely adoles-
cents’ response to ongoing or recent arguments. Comparing groups of child-to-parent per-
petrators, non-child-to-parent perpetrators, and no offenders, Contreras and Cano (2016) 
found that both witnessing violence and direct victimization at home were related to the 
perception of criticism/rejection from the mother, though not from the father in the offender 
group. In this study, exposure to parental violence was the best predictor of APV offending, 
followed by exposure to violence in the community. Similarly, in a study of university stu-
dents by Lyons, Bell, Fréchette, and Romano (2015), different forms of family violence and 
parenting techniques were assessed as predictors of verbal or physical APV: Child-to-mother 
abuse was predicted by exposure to psychological or physical aggression from both mothers 
and fathers, spanking by mothers, and witnessing physical IPA between caregivers. Further 
corroborating social learning mechanisms underlying APV, Ibabe et al. (2013) found for 
their sample of 485 adolescents from Spain that boys were more likely to be physically ag-
gressive toward the mother if she was also physically victimized by the father.   
 Altogether, the extant findings support the idea that both direct and indirect victimization 
at home constitute significant risk factors for aggression perpetrated against parents. They 
support social learning mechanisms as central explanatory processes and are consistent with 
an extensive literature on child physical abuse demonstrating that growing up in a violent 
family context is associated with later aggressive behavior (Mersky, Topitzes, & Reynolds, 
2012).  
Adolescent-to-peer aggression: School aggression 
There is growing evidence that interaction patterns learned within the family are often gen-
eralized to relationships outside the immediate context of the family (Hare, Szwedo, Schad, 
& Allen, 2015; Sroufe, Carlson, Levy, & Egeland, 1999). A range of studies have demon-
strated, for example, that adverse childhood experiences increase the risk of subsequent vi-
olence perpetration and victimization in the school setting (Forster, Gower, McMorris, & 
Borowsky, 2017). Thus, aggression norms and behavioral dispositions acquired in the family 
are likely to be carried over to interactions with other significant agents of socialization. 
 Peer contexts and secondary schools represent important learning environments in 
which adolescents acquire fundamental interpersonal skills, norms, and values through the 
interaction with others (Wentzel & Looney, 2007). Often, the peer and school context over-
lap in a way that peer interactions take place within schools, for example in classrooms. 
Since adolescents spend a great deal of their time in school, classmates (and teachers) are 
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likely to function as relevant frames of reference regarding both the transmission of individ-
ual aggression norms and behavior.               
 Research from Europe and the U.S. (e.g., Jiménez & Estévez, 2017; McClanahan, 
McCoy, & Jacobsen, 2015; Smith, 2016) has outlined school aggression as a pervasive social 
and public health problem. Scientific interest in the study of school violence started in the 
1980s with the pioneering work of Dan Olweus in Norway and Sweden (Olweus, 1991, 
1999). This phenomenon can take several forms, including aggression toward peers, school 
staff, bullying, intimidation, gang activity, weapon use, and assault. School aggression has 
been best studied within peer relationships (e.g., Salmivalli, Karhunen, & Lagerspetz, 1996), 
where a special focus has been laid on the dynamic nature of victim‐aggressor relationships 
during childhood and adolescence (Hanish, Sallquist, DiDonato, Fabes, & Martin, 2012). 
Perpetrating or experiencing peer aggression has been identified as a largely normal part of 
growing up. For many students across the globe, aggression and violence in peer relation-
ships are part of their everyday life. For instance, Lösel and Bliesener (2003) reported for a 
sample of secondary school students in Germany that 4-12% used force in the school setting 
at least once a week. Bergmann et al. (2019) showed among 9th grade students in Lower 
Saxony that about 17.0% were physically victimized by school peers in the course of the 
past school term, while between 45%-50% of students experienced verbal and relational ag-
gression by peers. Sullivan, Farrell, and Kliewer (2006) documented for a sample of 276 
predominantly African American eighth graders attending middle school in urban public 
schools that both physical and relational victimization were uniquely related to both types 
of aggression. The linkage between physical and verbal victimization and aggression has 
also been documented in longitudinal studies (e.g., Hodges, Boivin, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 
1999; Paul & Cillessen, 2003).               
 In social psychological research, a specific subtype of school aggression, that is, school 
bullying, has been outlined as a widespread and salient problem during school years, both 
among elementary (Jansen et al., 2012; Olweus, 1993) and secondary school children. Ac-
cording to Olweus (1993), bullying can be defined as intentional and repeated peer aggres-
sion that causes a power imbalance between a bully and a victim. Regardless of whether or 
not the criteria for bullying are met, aggression between students remains a national concern 
for schools worldwide, with a large body of research demonstrating the harmful effects of 
school victimization and aggression (Abdulsalam, Abdullah Al Daihani, & Francis, 2017; 
Alsaleh, 2014; Álvarez-García, García, & Núñez, 2015; Card & Hodges, 2008; Espelage, 
2014; Fuchs, Baur, Lamnek, & Luedtke, 2009; Wormington, Anderson, Schneider, Tomlin-
son, & Brown, 2016). For example, analyzing associations between peer victimization and 
functions of aggression across informants over a one-year period in middle childhood in a 
three-wave study, Cooley, Fite, and Pederson (2018) showed that child-reports of peer vic-
timization predicted higher levels of reactive aggression within and across academic years. 
 Research trying to systematize perpetrator and victim relationships and psychosocial 
profiles of adolescents involved in school aggression has generally identified two subgroups 
of victims: passive/submissive and aggressive/provocative (Olweus, 1993), whereby the for-
mer are characterized by feelings of anxiety and insecurity, negative self-perceptions, and 
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withdrawal in violent situations. Aggressive victims, in contrast, show hostility in their so-
cial interactions with peers (Estévez, Jimenez, Moreno, & Musitu, 2013). Thus, for a sub-
group of victims (so-called ‘bully-victims’), school aggression is an experience which is 
characterized by changes in terms of perpetrator and victim status (Ostrov, 2010; Ostrov & 
Godleski, 2013; Schindler, 2001). Indeed, there is evidence across a variety of analytical and 
statistical techniques across cultural settings and historical periods that there is a consistent 
victim-offender overlap (Jennings, Piquero, & Reingle, 2012). Although emotional and be-
havioral problems exist among both bullies, victims, and bully-victims (Leiner et al., 2014), 
there is evidence that bully-victims suffer more psychological distress than any other type 
of bully or victim, and that they dispose of lower problem-solving skills (Fergusson, Swain-
Campbell, & Horwood, 2002; Meland, Rydning, Lobben, Breidablik, & Ekeland, 2010). In 
an attempt to explain the bidirectional nature of peer aggression, Emler (2009) and Emler 
and Reicher (2005) suggest the following mechanism: In situations where an adolescent is 
victimized by peers, the victim’s helplessness together with disappointment due to a lack of 
expected protection from adult authority figures (notably schoolteachers) leads to the devel-
opment of an antisocial and non-conformist reputation as a means to defense oneself against 
future peer victimization. This explanation complements other theoretical assumptions stat-
ing that displaying aggressive behavior may be a way to gain popularity or high social status 
by demonstrating power or control. It may also be a means to deal with peer pressure out of 
fear of isolation or loss of social standing (Carroll, Green, Houghton, & Wood, 2003; Lopez 
& Emmer, 2002).  
Adolescent-to-peer aggression: Teen dating violence  
Adolescence is a developmental period, which is not only marked by an intensification of 
peer relationships in general but also with an increase in cross-gender peer relationships for 
most adolescents. This is usually accompanied by a higher interest in romantic relationships 
and the search for physical and emotional intimacy. The formation of first romantic relation-
ships at that developmental stage makes the study of aggressive behavior in romantic part-
nerships appear highly pertinent (Liu et al., 2012). Such behavior, which is internationally 
known under the term teen dating violence (TDV), has received considerable research atten-
tion in recent years due to its high social relevance and potentially harmful consequences. 
TDV includes both minor and severe acts of aggression, such as physical and sexual assault, 
but also threatening, emotional and relational violence, and stalking behaviors (Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, 2009).             
 Besides the investigation of aggressive behavior within adult partnerships (intimate part-
ner violence (IPV), e.g., Plichta, 2004; Rakovec-Felser, 2014), a growing number of studies 
have been concerned with violence that occurs within adolescent dating relationships 
(Debnam, Waasdorp, & Bradshaw, 2016; Exner-Cortens, 2014; Hamby, Finkelhor, & 
Turner, 2012; Hamby & Turner, 2013; Leen et al., 2013; Vivolo-Kantor, Olsen, & Bacon, 
2016). TDV represents a serious public health issue that includes both victimization and 
perpetration. Alarmingly, TDV has been associated with a range of concurrent and long-
term adjustment difficulties for both perpetrators and victims, with outcomes are similar to 
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those established for intimate partner violence (IPV) among adults (Banyard & Cross, 2008). 
In addition to direct somatic consequences originating from the direct use of force (e.g., 
lacerations, bites or bruises or gynecological symptoms, especially after sexual violence), 
there are connections with symptoms of various psychological disorders (e.g., affective dis-
orders, anxiety disorders, post-traumatic stress disorder, sleep disorders, eating disorders and 
increased suicidal tendencies) or health-relevant risk behavior (e.g. substance use, sexual 
risk behavior).                    
 While some adolescents report either exclusive TDV victimization or perpetration (Wat-
son, Cascardi, Avery-Leaf, & O'Leary, 2001), TDV involvement usually occurs in a bidi-
rectional fashion, with girls and boys commonly reporting both TDV victimization and per-
petration (Carroll, Raj, Noel, & Bauchner, 2011; Renner & Whitney, 2012). Prevalence rates 
of TDV vary considerably by the type of violence studied, as well as by the chosen reference 
period, operationalization, and cultural setting. In a recent meta-analysis by Wincentak et al. 
(2017) focusing on TDV perpetration among adolescents (aged 13 to 18 years), average 
prevalence rates of TDV were reported to be 20% for physical violence (range: 1% to 61%), 
and 9 % for sexual violence (range: 1% to 54%). Estimates for psychological forms of TDV 
across international studies range from 17% to 88% for girls and from 24% to 85% for boys 
(Leen et al., 2013). Within European community samples of adolescents, prevalence rates 
for TDV perpetration are generally estimated around 30%, and for victimization around 14-
23% (Hird, 2000; van Ouytsel, Ponnet, & Walrave, 2017; Viejo, Monks, Sánchez, & Ortega-
Ruiz, 2016).                 
 Well-known family risk factors for later intimate partner violence are witnessing inti-
mate partner violence among parents and being a victim of child abuse (Foshee et al., 2011; 
Renner & Whitney, 2012). A central shortcoming of present research is that internationally, 
most studies on TDV have focused on physical or sexual violence (Capaldi & Owen, 2001; 
Nocentini et al., 2011; Silverman, Raj, Mucci, & Hathaway, 2001; Vagi, O'Malley Olsen, 
Basile, & Vivolo-Kantor, 2015; Viejo et al., 2016). This may notably be because the more 
severe types of TDV have been consistently linked with harmful outcomes (Wincentak et 
al., 2017). In contrast, limited knowledge exists on the prevalence and risk correlates of 
emotional and relational types of TDV, despite some recent efforts made by researchers to 
assess the whole spectrum of TDV, as well as related risk factors and consequences (Holmes 
& Sher, 2013; Reidy et al., 2016). 
Adolescent-to-teacher aggression 
While most scholars on school violence have focused on aggression within peer relation-
ships, very few have shed light on the phenomenon of adolescent-to-teacher aggression, also 
referred to as teacher victimization, or teacher-targeted aggression (Bies, 2015; Delfabbro et 
al., 2006; Jaureguizar, Ibabe, & Straus, 2013). Besides peers, teachers are central to the so-
cialization of adolescents in secondary schools. Due to their contribution to student academic 
achievement and normative behavior, their emotional and physical well-being as well as 
capacities for effective teaching should be promoted. Despite their outstanding significance 
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for youth development, the phenomenon of teacher-targeted aggression, which has only re-
cently moved more into the focus of scientific attention, has remained vastly understudied 
internationally (Espelage et al., 2013; Longobardi et al., 2019) and in the German context in 
particular (Bauer et al., 2007; Fuchs, Lamnek, & Luedtke, 1996; Schubarth, Darge, Mühl, & 
Ackermann, 1999; Schwind, Roitsch, & Gielen, 1999). Teacher-targeted aggression ranges 
from disrespectful behavior to bullying or intimidation, verbal threats or gestures, theft, 
property damage, and in some cases, even physical assault (Espelage et al., 2013). Research 
has demonstrated that teacher-targeted aggression is a common type of workplace aggres-
sion across countries and cultural settings (Moon & McCluskey, 2016). It is most frequently 
expressed by verbal and relational aggression, while only a small share of teachers are vic-
tims of physical aggression.                 
 The vast majority of studies conducted so far rely on data generated from the teachers’ 
perspective. A consistent finding is its detrimental impact on psychological functioning and 
well-being, including burnout and disengagement from teaching (e.g., Bauer et al., 2007; 
Berg & Cornell, 2016). Analogously to the term ‘battered parents syndrome’, which has 
been established in the earlier works on child-to-parent aggression (Harbin & Madden, 
1979), the term ‘battered teacher syndrome’ has been advanced to characterize a combina-
tion of stress reactions from teachers in response to aggressive acts perpetrated by students 
toward them (e.g., depression, anxiety, somatic symptoms, eating disorders, see Goldstein 
& Conoley, 2004). Only few studies have hitherto assessed teacher-targeted aggression from 
the students’ perspective. In a study carried out in Israel (n = 16604), Khoury-Kassabri, As-
tor, and Benbenishty (2009) documented that 14% of students reported having perpetrated 
verbal aggression toward their teacher, while almost 7% had destroyed some property of 
their teacher, and nearly 4% reported having used physical aggression (having beaten, 
pushed, or hit their teacher with a chair). Steffgen and Ewen (2007) found the same rate (4%) 
of physical student-teacher aggression in Luxembourg.         
 Although teacher-targeted aggression can affect every teacher, some high-risk groups 
have been identified in prior research. For the Netherlands, Mooij (2011) demonstrated that 
teachers who work in low‐attainment educational settings, low connectedness to the educa-
tional institution and wider environment, and who are gay or lesbian experience more violent 
behavior as a victim or witness than their respective counterparts. Studies from different 
cultural settings also document that teachers and students at low-attainment schools display 
more antisocial or aggressive behavior (Löber & Farrington, 2001). Research on the ante-
cedents of teacher-targeted aggression has demonstrated – at least among elementary school 
children – that teacher social commands (e.g., verbal statements on students’ social behav-
iors), instructional commands (e.g., asking a student for a particular academic-related be-
havior), as well as confiscation of students’ belongings were relevant factors (Wehby, Sy-
mons, & Shors, 1995). Besides students targeting school personnel that is highly vulnerable 
with regard to social support networks at school and perceiving the work environment as 
low-quality, teachers may also become perpetrators of aggression toward students, thereby 
provoking a cycle of aggression. Bergmann et al. (2019) document for a large representative 
sample of 9th grade students in Lower Saxony, Germany, that 32.8% of the students were 
“made fun of” by their schoolteachers in the past school term, while 1.4% reported having 
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been hit by a teacher. Khoury-Kassabri (2012a) examined teachers’ use of physical and ver-
bal aggression toward students in a sample of 382 homeroom teachers from Arab schools in 
Israel. She found that about one third of teachers reported using physical violence toward 
students, while one in five perpetrated verbal aggression toward students during the previous 
month. Mooij (2011) found that more male than female teachers admitted perpetrating vio-
lence toward students as a response to students’ behavior.        
 Despite evidence showing that aggressive acts by students and teachers toward each 
other are quite common in secondary schools, little theoretical and empirical work has been 
done on the bidirectionality of aggression in student-teacher relationships. This bidirection-
ality can manifest either in direct retaliation of aggression, or in the socialization of aggres-
sion. Concerning the former, students may try to retaliate with aggression in immediate con-
flict situations. The socialization perspective would argue that teachers – in their function of 
authority figures – model the behavior of students, which may adopt aggressive strategies of 
teachers in their own social interactions. That is, when teachers themselves behave aggres-
sively toward students, they may teach students aggressive strategies of conflict resolution, 
thereby perpetuating the cycle of school violence in the long-term. In this ‘vicious circle’, 
stress of the interaction and fear of victimization mutually influence each other (Dworkin, 
Haney, & Telschow, 1988). Some studies indicate that social discrimination and social-mir-
roring processes between teachers and students might be at work. For example, Mooij (2011) 
demonstrates that in schools where students scored higher on problem behavior, teachers 
and other staff also had higher scores on such behavior, and vice versa. Social interactions 
between students and teachers have been shown to be among the most important factors 
eliciting violence-related motives toward teachers (Mooij, 2007). Some researchers have 
demonstrated that victimization by school teachers represents an important risk factor for 
social maladjustment and increased aggression among youth (Byongook & Morash, 2004; 
Karatzias, Power, & Swanson, 2002). Furthermore, Karatzias et al. (2002) showed that stu-
dents who report being bullied by teachers and other school staff also bully students and 
teachers.                    
 To conclude, there is a strong need to enhance our understanding of the phenomenon of 
teacher-targeted aggression which includes the identification of contextual and individual 
factors that allow to better explain violence directed toward this type of authority.
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1.4 Risk factors of adolescent aggression from a social-ecological perspective  
 
From a sociological perspective, individuals are embedded in social structure, that is, an orga-
nized set of social institutions and patterns of institutionalized relationships, which provide sets 
of rules on which individual action and behavior is based. The major social institutions in which 
relevant social interaction takes place and in which adolescent-perpetrated aggression is likely 
to be conditioned are the family and school. It is mainly through the transmission of knowledge, 
moral standards, values, and social norms within these social institutions that contemporary 
society is perpetuated. Developmental systems theory (Ford & Lerner, 1992), on the other hand, 
argues that developmental processes are localized at the individual level but extend beyond the 
individual to include interactions within social systems (Gottlieb, 2007). Based on an epigenetic 
approach to human development, this theory contends that individual development emerges 
from interactions across system levels, including the family, community, and physical environ-
ment. In fact, researchers concerned with youth development and aggression have advanced the 
need to more strongly consider the connection between the micro-level of individual action and 
the various meso- and macro-levels of social relationships and contexts in which individuals 
act (Bornstein, 2012; Boxer et al., 2013; Wachs & Evans, 2010). Ongoing research has come 
to rely on multi-causal frameworks that take into account different processes and levels of de-
velopment with respect to the causes and correlates of aggression (e.g., Schick & Cierpka, 
2016).  
One well-established conceptual framework for understanding risk correlates and causes of 
aggressive behavior is offered by Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979, 2001; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). Characterizing aggressive tendencies and behav-
iors as “developmentally disruptive dispositions” that interfere with opportunities to develop 
social skills (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998, p. 1009), ecological systems theory, also labeled 
developmental systems theory or ecological model of development, emphasizes the confluence 
of multiple social systems that explain the developmental process of an individual throughout 
the life course. It is based on the notion of human development as an interaction of the growing 
individual with distinct systems or settings of action and influence (Ribeaud & Eisner, 2010) 
and comprises multiple embedded levels (micro-, meso-, exo-, and macro-level) that work to-
gether to influence individual development. As Bronfenbrenner (1979, p. 3) maintains, “[a]ll 
individuals are part of interrelated systems that locate the individual at the center and move out 
from the center to include all systems that affect the individual”. In other words, individual 
development is multiply determined by characteristics of the different microsystems. Neither 
isolated causes within the individual nor in the environment are assumed to sufficiently explain 
the development of antisocial behavior.   
The unifying element of integrative theoretical approaches is the idea of an individual act-
ing in a meaningful way and making decisions for action in concrete situations in line with the 
notion of ‘productive processing of reality’ (Hurrelmann, 2013). Such approaches maintain that 
social phenomena are always constituted by individual action and that social-contextual condi-
tions are constitutive for behavior. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory consists of four major 
components: Proximal processes, Person, Context, and Time (see also Wachs & Evans, 2010). 
Each of these are supposed to influence broad developmental outcomes of competence and 
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dysfunction, whereby competence is described as the ability to direct and control one’s behav-
ior, cope effectively under stress, acquire skills and knowledge, and establish and maintain mu-
tually rewarding social relationships (Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994, p. 569, Jackson et al., 
2006, p. 24). Dysfunction relates to the manifestation of difficulties to control one’s behavior 
and to integrate behavior across social situations. While proximal processes are referred to as 
the primary engines of development (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998, p. 996), involving the 
complex, reciprocal interactions and transactions between an individual and his or her immedi-
ate surroundings that are responsible for competence development and general well-being (such 
as parent-child interactions, teacher-student and student-student interactions), the person-re-
lated component consists of forces (i.e., behavioral dispositions, selective responsiveness, struc-
turing proclivities, directive belief systems [i.e., locus of control, self-esteem, aggressiveness, 
impulse control]), resources (e.g., abilities, experience) and demand (e.g., gender, age, physical 
appearance) characteristics that can be developmentally generative or disruptive, that is, posi-
tively or negatively affect proximal processes.            
 The person-component states that the influence of parents, schoolteachers, or peers is 
largely determined by the characteristics of the child itself (e.g., boys may be more vulnerable 
to certain parenting practices in terms of their aggressive behavior). The component of context 
is probably the best established, referring to the environments in which the child is in constant 
interaction. Contexts represent the multiple venues that modify proximal processes (e.g., inter-
actions within family, peer group, or school). The context, according to Bronfenbrenner, is 
composed of four distinct concentric systems: micro, meso, exo, and macro. Each of these have 
either direct or indirect influence on child development.         
 The microsystem is the innermost level that directly affects child development (such as 
family, friends, classmates, peers, neighbors), including proximal or more distal processes, such 
as parenting behavior, demographic variables, and socioeconomic status. It also contains the 
individuals that interact directly with the child, including family members, classmates, and 
schoolteachers. The mesosystem is the second immediate layer and describes interactions be-
tween different microsystems (home, neighborhood, peer group, school), such as teacher-parent 
interactions. Experiences made in a specific micro system, such as physical maltreatment in the 
home environment, can influence subsequent processes in the school or peer group, for example 
higher levels of school dysfunctional behavior. This, in turn, may affect parent-child interac-
tions at home. The exosystem represents a third layer which only indirectly affects individuals. 
More specifically, it refers to the policies and decisions that are made at a wider level can also 
indirectly impact the child (for example school policies related to student conduct). The mac-
rosystem influences all lower layers of the ecosystem. Aspects of the macrosystem that influ-
ence other lower layers include cultural characteristics, political upheaval, or economic disrup-
tion, all of which can solely or collectively shape development. For example, the law prohibit-
ing corporal punishment in Germany since 2000 may influence the proximal processes within 
the family, sensitizing parents to use less physically punitive childrearing practices. A fifth sys-
tem, the chronosystem, was later added to incorporate the dimension of time as it relates to a 
child’s environment. This may involve internal or external changes, such as the physiological 
changes or events, such as the loss of a parent.          
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 The central tenet of ecological systems theory is that human development can only be un-
derstood adequately by examining how the multiple contexts that affect an individuals’ devel-
opment interact. This synergistic interplay between different components of the microsystem 
(e.g., family, peers, and school) has been referred to as the ‘mesosystem’, offering insight into 
how specific contexts can exacerbate or buffer experiences for adolescents who are involved in 
aggressive behavior, either as victims, or perpetrators. Early formulations of ecological theory 
emphasized the benefits of home-school similarity, that is, a positive interplay between family 
and school resources (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).           
 Later formulations of ecological theory more strongly pertain to the need to account for 
joint synergistic effects, including a non-additive modeling of different system elements (Bron-
fenbrenner & Ceci, 1994, p. 582). Development is thereby seen as a result of processes consist-
ing of complex, reciprocal interactions among persons and their immediate environment. Ef-
fective interactions are those that take place regularly and over an extended period of time. 
Bronfenbrenner also maintained that the “form, power, content, and direction of the proximal 
processes effecting development” are shaped by the characteristics of the developing person, 
the proximal and more distal environments, and time (e.g., developmental period, amount of 
time, historical time; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006, p. 798).        
 Besides the properties of contexts, ecological reasoning has emphasized the subjective en-
vironment, referring to “the primacy of the phenomenological” (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p.24) 
and later formulations of the “loaded…realm of subjective feelings” as important for develop-
ment (Bronfenbrenner, 2001). For example, Bronfenbrenner (1979) as well as Stapf (1976) de-
scribed that it is not only the actual behavior of the parents that is decisive for the development 
of the child, but also how the children perceived the upbringing by their parents. This ecological 
emphasis on the subjective experience is consistent with Berkowitz’s (1989) reformulation of 
the frustration-aggression hypothesis that aggression results from situational perceptions and 
emotions.  
Ecological and system theories have been evolving in developmental science for the last 
few decades (Gottlieb, 2007; Sroufe, Egeland, Carlson, & Collins, 2005), whereby researchers 
have explained a range of different outcomes in adolescence (Oberwittler 2013: 56). Most no-
tably, developmental-ecological models have guided the conceptualization of the relative con-
tributions of risk and protective factors to children’s developmental outcomes (Espelage, 2014). 
In this context, several researchers have further advanced Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model 
by integrating multiple etiological frameworks and focusing on specific aspects of child devel-
opment, such as exposure to adverse childhood experiences, including parental maltreatment 
and neglect (Belsky, 1993; Cicchetti & Lynch, 1993). For example, Cicchetti and Lynch (1993) 
ecological/transactional model on community violence and child maltreatment is based on 
Belsky’s (1993) ecological model and Cicchetti and Rizley's (1981) transactional model. Fo-
cusing on the social ecology of child maltreatment, the model is based on the assumption that 
multiple ecologies (individual, family, school, and larger culture) influence one another in af-
fecting child development. It additionally highlights the nature of interaction among risk factors 
and the ecology in which childhood adversities occur. The ecological/transactional model (Cic-
chetti & Lynch, 1993) specifically describes four interrelated, mutually embedded categories 
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that contribute to abuse and neglect and the potential associated consequences: Ontogenic de-
velopment (individual factors influencing adjustment), microsystem (immediate context (i.e., 
the family), exosystem (social or cultural forces that contribute to and maintain abuse or neglect, 
e.g., employment, neighborhoods, schools), macrosystem (temporally driven, sociocultural ide-
ologies (e.g., cultural views of corporal punishment, represented by social attitudes (e.g., toward 
violence). All these ecologies combine to shape the probabilistic course of the development of 
abused children (Lynch & Cicchetti, 1998). The way in which children and adolescents cope 
with the challenges associated with parental violence is influenced by their own ontogenic de-
velopment, which ultimately shapes their level of adjustment. As Petersen et al. (2014) note, 
“[…] there are infinite permutations of these risk variables across and within each level of the 
ecology, providing multiple pathways to the sequelae of child abuse and neglect”.    
 More recently, researchers have integrated the ecological developmental perspective to the 
study of development across disciplines, such as psychology, mathematics, or biology. The 
approach of dynamic systems theory (e.g., Hollenstein, 2012; Thelen & Smith, 1998) views 
behavior as the emergent product of a self-organizing, multicomponent system evolving over 
time (Cox, Mills-Koonce, Propper, & Gariepy, 2010; Perone & Simmering, 2017) while em-
phasizing the advantages that are gained from the simultaneous consideration of multiple envi-
ronmental determinants in predicting development (Bornstein, Hahn, & Wolke, 2013). As 
Tinajero and Páramo (2012) note, the most outstanding feature of systemic approaches is the 
interdependence between intra- and inter-level processes of change. Such approaches assume 
that changes in an element at one level may respond to others that occur in other elements from 
the same or other levels, which in turn may affect these and/or other elements. Within the frame-
work of dynamic systems theory, child development is conceptualized as change within a com-
plex system that involves interactions of multiple factors at different levels and on different 
timescale.                
Among the various developmental contexts children are exposed to, the family and school 
represent the two major institutions in which socialization occurs through social interactions 
and the transmission of behavioral norms and values (Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Busse & Helsper, 
2007). Family and school environments have also been consistently linked to aggression prob-
lems in adolescence in the international literature (Steffgen, Recchia, & Viechtbauer, 2013). As 
children enter and pass through the developmental stage of adolescence, the socio-ecological 
contexts of the meso-level become increasingly differentiated with the expansion of the social 
interaction spaces. To the extent that children enter more and more into direct social interactions 
with significant socializing agents outside the family (e.g., schoolteachers, peers, and romantic 
partners), the protective function of the family diminishes, leaving the child more prone to in-
fluences outside the home environment. The meso-level exerts not only immediate, but also 
delayed and cumulative effects by shaping long-term and stable attitudes and motivations. In-
teractions mean that adolescents are not only passively exposed to the socio-spatial context 
influences, but also actively deal with their social environment (Hurrelmann, 2013). This im-
plies that adolescents react individually and differently to contextual conditions. As an expan-
sion of ecological systems theory, the person-in-context perspective integrates contextual in-
fluences (e.g., level of school violence) and proximal factors (e.g., violence in the family), as 
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well as the interplay between an individual and the social systems in which it develops. Re-
searchers concerned with the development of children and adolescents have long applied such 
broader perspectives on the socialization of aggression (Bornstein, 2012; Vaillancourt & 
Hymel, 2004).   
To conclude, several microcontexts as well as their synergetic effects need to be considered 
in attempting to understand adolescent aggression and the potential pathways that lead from 
exposure to victimization to aggressive conduct in specific contexts. Risk and protective factors 
can be found in the family and school environment as well as in the individual. In the following, 
the most salient characteristics that have been theoretically and empirically validated to affect 
both victimization and aggressive behavior at different levels of the social ecology will be 
briefly summarized (for an overview, see e.g., Chu, Pineda, DePrince, & Freyd, 2011; Farring-
ton, Gaffney, & Ttofi, 2017). Since a comprehensive review of all possible risk factors of ag-
gression is beyond the scope of this work, the following section describes empirical key find-
ings organized around three major sections: (1) family, (2) school and peer group, and (3) indi-
vidual risk factors.  
1.4.1 Family risk factors 
According to Bronfenbrenner’s Process-Person-Context-Time (PPCT) model, family interac-
tions are among the most enduring to the developing individual. Socialization research similarly 
conceptualizes the family as the primary and most proximal socializing force in the lives of 
children (Mühler, 2008). The strong scientific interest in the institution of the family results 
from the control-theoretical assumption that attachment to primary caregivers, that is, parents 
or legal guardians, plays a decisive role in the development of conformity and maladjustment 
(Hirschi, 1969). Within the family, children develop moral values and learn behavioral norms 
that may influence their propensity to engage in a variety of risk behaviors, including aggressive 
conduct. Furthermore, the family lays the foundations for the establishment of relationships in 
other social contexts, such as peer groups, schools, or romantic partnerships. Essentially, 
through interactions with parents and other family members, children learn interactional pat-
terns which are predictive for the subsequent establishment of social relationships outside the 
family, most notably with schoolteachers, peers, and romantic partners.      
 Given the salience of family socialization, it is not surprising that many of the most salient 
risk and protective factors for the etiology of aggression are located in the family system (Far-
rington et al., 2017; Labella & Masten, 2018). In addition to conveying values, social norms 
and roles, the family provides emotional and material security, whereby this is likely to depend 
on the family climate and the socioeconomic status of the family. Over the past decades, theory 
and empirical research have identified several structural (family constellation, number of sib-
lings, family socioeconomic status [SES]) and processual (parenting practices, quality of family 
relationships) characteristics that are linked with both victimization and adolescent aggression. 
For a long time, structural and cultural family characteristics have been considered separately 
for explaining antisocial behavior (Lösel & Linz, 1975; Rosen, 1985). Essentially, much early 
work focused on disturbances of family structure, referred to as “broken home”-families, in 
which at least one biological parent is absent due to death, separation, or divorce (Lösel & Linz, 
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1975, p. 182). Overcoming the strict separation of structural and process-oriented factors, 
Sampson and Laub (1993) argued from a developmental perspective that problem behavior is 
the result of both, and that structural contexts influence informal social controls, which in turn, 
account for variations in outcomes. In a similar fashion, family stress models postulate that 
parents are more likely to endorse harsh disciplinary practices toward their children when they 
experience family distress, such as hostility in the partnership, which may spill over into parent-
child interactions (Jansen et al., 2012). For example, contextual stressors such as economic 
hardship may impact development indirectly through disrupted parenting behavior (i.e., high 
negativity, low warmth, harshness, and exposure to violence, Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 1998). 
In empirical research, relatively little is known about the unique role of structural and proces-
sual family conditions in relation to adolescent aggression, i.e., whether structural features of 
families indeed exert an independent effect on adolescent outcomes, or whether they need to be 
regarded as proxy-variables for interactional processes within the family or cultural family char-
acteristics (i.e., parenting, interaction processes related to parent-child and intimate partner re-
lationships).  
In the following, the most salient structural and cultural family factors discussed in prior 
research will be briefly presented and evaluated in relation to their ability to the explanation of 
adolescent aggression. In criminological theory, especially in the earlier works, much attention 
has been given to the role of structural family variables for offending.  
 
Structural family characteristics 
Socioeconomic status 
Among the several structural family characteristics studied (e.g., family structure, number of 
siblings, family socioeconomic status (SES), poverty, parental education), the economic situa-
tion of families has been highlighted as influential in social ecological theory as part of resource 
characteristics specified in the social ecological model (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). Com-
peting theoretical models highlight different aspects of poverty‐related risk, from a lack of eco-
nomic resources (e.g., the family investment model (FIM); Becker & Tomes, 1986) to disrupted 
caregiving (e.g., the family stress model (FSM); Conger & Donnellan, 2007) besides selection 
effects (that is, individual characteristics leading to differences in SES). The FIM builds on the 
economically rooted notion that lower-SES parents compared with higher SES parents have 
diminished access to financial (e.g., income), social (e.g., occupational status), and human (e.g., 
education) capital. Based on the assumption that the investment of these resources by families 
is associated with the successful development of children and adolescents, the model contends 
that families with greater economic resources are able to make significant investments in the 
development of their children, while more disadvantaged families have to invest in more im-
mediate family need (Duncan & Magnuson, 2003). The FSM posits that severe economic hard-
ship leads to economic pressure in the family, which negatively affects the lives of both parents 
(e.g., emotional distress [such as depression, anxiety, anger, alienation] as well as risk behavior 
[such as substance use, antisocial behavior]) and their children, undermining in turn family 
functioning (e.g., increased marital conflict, resulting in less parental involvement and affection 
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(Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010; Conger & Donnellan, 2007). This model is in line with evi-
dence showing that low income and especially persistent poverty is related to significant devel-
opmental difficulties for children (Duncan & Magnuson, 2003), which also appears to be me-
diated partly by harsh, inconsistent parenting (McLoyd, 1998). To the degree that low SES is a 
correlate of low parental education, it can be argued that more highly educated parents dispose 
of more information about parenthood, parenting, and child development (Bornstein, Cote, 
Haynes, Hahn, & Park, 2010), which can positively affect parenting practices. Family economic 
difficulties may also intensify the risk for adolescent aggressive personality (Conger, Martin, 
Masarik, Widaman, & Donnellan, 2015), which in turn may elicit aggressive responses that can 
also be directed against neutral targets (Greitemeyer & Sagioglou, 2016). Finally, deprivation 
theory (Merton, 1968) argues that deviant behavior can occur when cultural goals within a so-
ciety (e.g., educational attainment, status, prestige) are not attainable due to structural barriers 
(e.g., poverty). In order to still be able to participate in social life, norm breaking or illegitimate 
means (such as robbery or theft) may be used.            
 With regard to aggressive behavior, the aspect of relative deprivation is probably of funda-
mental importance, according to which individuals low in subjective SES would feel at a dis-
advantage, which in turn may elicit aggressive responses (Greitemeyer & Sagioglou, 2016). An 
alternative strand of theoretical reasoning goes in the opposite direction and focuses on the 
problematic situation of well-situated families, arguing that adolescents from middle or upper 
income families experience pressure to achieve material goals and status, perfectionist strivings, 
and deficits in supervision and closeness that ultimately compromise  well-being and develop-
ment (Luthar, 2003). Related to this may also be an undermining of personal relationships and 
support networks (Luthar & Sexton, 2004: 144), which is possible extend to intrafamily rela-
tionships. For one thing, more affluent parents may thus be more inclined to strive for status 
and wealth, thereby provoking strain in parent-child relationships. This may intensify to the 
degree that the goal of control over life events and perfectionism fails. Thus, adolescents in 
higher-status families may have an increased likelihood to be victimized by their parents. Sec-
ond, failed achievement of material or status goals in adolescents may be attributed to them-
selves, rather than to external conditions, which may foster not only depression, but also ag-
gressive responses in the offspring.  
 Low family SES has been consistently linked with aggressive behavior in children (Labella, 
Narayan, McCormick, Desjardins, & Masten, 2019; Piotrowska, Stride, Croft, & Rowe, 2015) 
and adolescents (Piotrowska et al., 2015; Shameem & Hamid, 2014). Empirical evidence has 
also related low socioeconomic status to violence exposure in various social contexts (Buka et 
al., 2001; Kennedy et al., 2010; Lefebvre, Fallon, van Wert, & Filippelli, 2017; Tippett & 
Wolke, 2014). There is also evidence corroborating the family stress model (e.g., Donnellan, 
Monica, Conger, & Conger, 2013; White, Liu, Nair, & Tein, 2015). In line with the family 
stress model, Neppl, Senia, and Donnellan (2016) document for a sample of children between 
3-5 and 6-10 years that economic hardship led to economic pressure which was associated with 
parental emotional distress and couple conflict. This conflict, in turn, was associated with harsh 
parenting and child problem behavior. Studies relying on adolescent samples within the German 
context have led to mixed results. For instance, Baier (2005) showed on the basis of a two-wave 
longitudinal study of 443 adolescents that a more deprived socio-economic situation did not 
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predict violent behavior, controlling for further variables. In another longitudinal study of ado-
lescents who were followed from 5th to 7th grade (n = 1,004), he showed that indicators of family 
SES were unrelated to adolescent violent offending, controlling for a range of other risk factors 
(Baier, 2018). In a multi-informant longitudinal study on the social development of children 
conducted in Switzerland, Ribeaud and Eisner (2010) found that three out of four socioeco-
nomic indicators (formal education, SES, unemployment) were not significantly correlated with 
aggression, with the exception of financial hardship. Furthermore, exposure to potentially trau-
matic events, such as parental maltreatment or intimate partner violence (Briggs-Gowan, Ford, 
Fraleigh, McCarthy, & Carter, 2010; Labella et al., 2019), besides exposure to violence in other 
social contexts (Buka et al., 2001; Kennedy et al., 2010; Lefebvre et al., 2017) is more common 
among children living in poverty. 
Besides relationships with aggression in general, research has also identified negative links 
between family SES and specific types of aggression, including adolescent-to-parent, adoles-
cent-to-teacher, adolescent-to-peer (Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009), and adolescent-to-partner 
aggression (Lewis & Fremouw, 2001). With regard to adolescent-to-parent aggression, how-
ever, evidence is somewhat mixed (for a summary of recent findings, see Simmons et al., 2018). 
While some studies suggest no relationship between APV perpetration and SES in community 
samples (Ulman & Straus, 2003) and clinical samples (Boxer et al., 2009; Ghanizadeh & Jafari, 
2010), others document a negative relationship (Condry & Miles, 2013; Routt & Anderson, 
2011), or a positive relationship between in community samples (Margolin & Baucom, 2014), 
offender samples (Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 2010), and clinical samples (Nock & Kazdin, 2002). In 
their age-graded theory of informal social control, (Laub, Rowan, & Sampson) specify that 
social structural factors, such as family disruption, unemployment, residential mobility, and 
socioeconomic status, indirectly affect delinquency through social bonds.  
 
Family structure 
In addition to economic hardship, family structure has received considerable research attention 
in relation to child adjustment, whereby parental separation and divorce are among the most 
extensively studied components. Early works on youth offending and aggression largely fo-
cused on the role of family disruptions with the consequence of single parenting in promoting 
aggression in youths (Lösel & Linz, 1975). It was long believed that children who experienced 
parental separation or divorce would be deeply and lastingly harmed by this experience. More 
recent research on parental divorce suggests, however, that children who have experienced their 
parents’ marital dissolution do not automatically suffer from permanent, serious damage. In 
fact, the majority of children whose parents have separated or divorced function within normal 
or average limits in the years after separation; there appears to be no deterministic relationship 
between separation/divorce and maladjustment (Mackay, 2005). Furthermore, the effects of pa-
rental separation and divorce have been found to be to some extent time-limited and dependent 
on the overall family environment. Further, behavioral problems of children and adolescents 
not only follow parental divorce, but are often detectable long before parental separation (Block 
et al., 1989). Some researchers have argued that it is not the divorce itself but rather the dys-
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functional family environment which influences maladjustment (e.g., Cherlin et al., 1991). Pa-
rental separation often involves interparental discord and emotional distress affecting all imme-
diate family members. In an emotionally stressful situation, parenting becomes more difficult, 
which is likely to strain parent-child interactions. Following Hirschi’s (1969) control theory as 
well as social disorganization theory (Sampson & Groves, 1989), nonintact family constella-
tions lack the provision of fundamental bonds to significant others who represent applicable 
norms and values and provide involvement in conventional activity patterns. Gottfredson and 
Hirschi (1990) similarly contend in their General Theory of Crime that parents’ monitoring of 
their children, recognition of inadequate behavior, and correction of such behavior foster chil-
dren’s self-control abilities, which, in turn, helps adolescents refrain from antisocial conduct. 
Taken together, the availability of only one parent is likely to be associated with increased 
parenting stress and decreased control capabilities meant to deter children from aggressive be-
havior. Single-parent families may furthermore be more vulnerable than traditional families 
because of potential conflict with former partners or adjustment due to family transitions, such 
as the inclusion of new family members (Ibabe, Arnoso, & Elgorriaga, 2014). Mersky, Berger, 
Reynolds, and Gromoske (2008) showed that besides receipt of public assistance, single-parent 
family status was also significantly associated with childhood and adolescent maltreatment.  
 Nevertheless, any life change of this magnitude is almost certain to be stressful for the 
person undergoing it; the experience of parental divorce and also remarriage require children 
and adolescents to make numerous adjustments that affect many areas of their lives. Among the 
most prominent difficulties in divorcing families are interparental conflict and parents’ diffi-
culty in effectively disciplining their children (Hetherington et al., 1982). These difficulties are 
likely to have begun years before the legal divorce when the parents were still together (Heth-
erington et al., 1982; Wallerstein et al., 1988). Therefore, any consideration of the impact of 
divorce on children must take into account the functioning of the family before the legal action 
takes place, as well as the continued adjustments that families make afterward (Barber and Ec-
cles, 1992; Brody and Forehand, 1988; Hetherington, 1992).  
Despite these conceptual difficulties and limitations, international empirical research has 
consistently related single-parent families to aggressive behavior of children and adolescents 
(Milan & Pinderhughes, 2006). In his meta-analysis, Derzon (2010) found small to moderate 
effect sizes of ‘broken home’-families on aggression (rAdj. = .174) and violent behavior (rAdj.  = 
.025). Farrington (2010) summarizes the evidence as follows: “In general, it is found that chil-
dren who are separated from a biological parent are more likely to offend than children from 
intact families (211)”. Findings for the German context are, however, mixed. While Baier 
(2005) showed on the basis of a two-wave longitudinal average of 443 adolescents that single-
parent families did not predict violent behavior, he was able to show based on a longitudinal 
data set of 1,004 respondents in the 5th, 6th and 7th grade that structural family characteristics 
are important for the violent behavior of adolescents, besides cultural family factors (Baier, 
2018). Research identifying links between family structure and specific types of aggression is 
somewhat mixed in the case of adolescent-to-parent aggression, with most studies emphasizing 
the risk of single-parent families (e.g., Foshee et al., 2008; Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 2010; Pagani 
et al., 2003), while others demonstrate that it mostly occurs in two-parent families (e.g., Pagani 
et al., 2004). Research on peer aggression has also shown that both aggression and victimization 
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disproportionally occur within single-parent families. Turner, Shattuck, Finkelhor, & Hamby, 
2015). Pagani (2003) found that a positive family environment, reflecting a better parent-child 
relationship, partially diminished this risk.  
 
Parenting practices and the family environment 
Parenting practices 
Besides structural conditions, parenting practices and the resulting quality of parent-child rela-
tionships are key factors in laying a path towards successful or problematic developmental tra-
jectories in children and adolescents (Farrington, 2010; Hoeve et al., 2009). The quality of par-
enting is a complex construct that is strongly conditioned by and situated within the larger social 
ecology in which it evolves, including the socioeconomic position (Roubinov & Boyce, 2017). 
Family psychological research highlights parenting as an important domain for both the devel-
opment and consolidation of behavioral maladjustment in children and adolescents (Maccoby 
& Martin, 1983), including in the context of risk and adversity (Conger & Donnellan, 2007). 
Bronfenbrenner (1979) contends more specifically that adaptive human development is depend-
ent on two environmental conditions within the family: (1) Love and affection by at least one 
adult figure and (2) encouragement and spending time doing activities together in and out of 
the home environment.                 
 Parenting and family relationships can provide both risk and protection for youth aggres-
sion. While supportive parent-child relationships characterized by mutual positive affect and 
cooperation are beneficial for children’s prosocial development (Malti, Eisenberg, Kim, & 
Buchmann, 2013; Motta, Falcone, Clark, & Manhães, 2006), family violence and parental atti-
tudes favorable to aggression are conceptualized as risk factors of aggression (see e.g., Herren-
kohl, Maguin, Hill, Hawkins, Abbott, & Catalano, 2000). Such conditions are primarily fulfilled 
by parents or caregivers, since they represent the primary context of development. Among the 
parenting practices that demonstrably have a lasting impact on children’s and adolescents’ so-
cial adjustment, parent-to-child physical aggression is one of the most well-studied, ranging 
from less severe acts of spanking over corporal punishment to child abuse (Cicchetti & Toth; 
Gershoff, 2010, 2013). Children’s exposure to parental physical aggression has been outlined 
as a major social and public health concern, with potentially long-lasting, deleterious effects on 
the behavioral and emotional adjustment of children (for a review, see e.g. Gershoff, 2002; 
Gershoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016).             
 Several theoretical explanations have been advanced for the cycle of violence following 
victimization in the family. These include control theory (Hirschi, 1969), differential associa-
tion theory (Sutherland & Cressey, 1966), social learning theory (Akers, 1977, Bandura, 1973, 
1977, 1978), emotional security theory (Cummings & Davies, 1996), attachment theory (Bol-
wby, 1988), and general strain theory (Agnew, 1992). Social learning theory (Bandura, 1973, 
1978) offers a prominent framework for understanding why parents’ aggression is relevant to 
children’s aggressive problem-solving strategies. This theory contends that aggressive behavior 
is learned and fostered through modeling and reinforcement processes (see also Akers & Jen-
nings, 2009; Akers, Sellers, & Jennings, 2017). It is believed that individuals raised in a violent 
home acquire behavioral patterns that are based on the idea of aggression being normative and 
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socially-acceptable behavior through a combination of direct experiences and observation. This 
pertains to both direct and indirect exposure to victimization. Children and adolescents who 
directly experience harsh parenting learn that aggressive strategies are an acceptable and effec-
tive means of expressing feelings, releasing tension and exerting control over others (Herren-
kohl, Huang, Tajima, & Whitney, 2003; Schulz et al., 2011).       
 Similarly, observing aggressive interaction styles between parents conveys a message about 
the appropriateness of aggression and violence, encouraging children to use aggression in their 
own relationships (such as in interactions with peers, schoolteachers, or romantic partners) (Le-
vendosky, Huth-Bocks, & Semel, 2002; Margolin, 1998; McCloskey & Lichter, 2003; Straus 
et al., 1980). As a consequence, violence-legitimizing norms are acquired, that is, the idea that 
aggressive conduct is an acceptable means of conflict resolution in a given situation. Arguing 
that imitation is the key mechanism behind social learning, Bandura (1962) developed the con-
cept of vicarious learning of aggression by demonstrating that children were especially likely 
to imitate behavioral models that had been rewarded for their aggressive conduct. Emphasizing 
the cognitive processes following exposure to aggression, social cognitive theory (Bandura, 
1986) suggests that children who are hit by their parents will develop a tendency to make hostile 
attributions about others that, in turn, increase the likelihood that they will behave inappropri-
ately in social interactions. In their model on family violence which is based on the assumptions 
of social cognitive theory, Perry, Hodges, and Egan (2001) similarly contend that children de-
velop beliefs and expectations from family experiences about what happens during conflictual 
situations that arise in close relationships. These internal representations about expected inter-
actional patterns lead children to misinterpret (social) cues, and respond more aggressively in 
new or conflictual situations. Further, children might learn self-serving beliefs from their par-
ents about behaving harmfully towards others without experiencing remorseful feelings after-
wards, i.e., they morally disengage. Children from aggressive parents might also be more con-
fident in asserting themselves or to act aggressively in social situations, which is described by 
the aspect of self-efficacy (Bandura 1986). Thus, it is not imitation alone, but rather the inter-
pretation of observed or experienced aggressive behavior as well as the perceived competence 
in carrying out such behavior onself that influences own aggressive behavior. Such cognitions 
on aggression are believed to provide a basis for the stability of aggressive conduct across a 
variety of situations (Baumrind, 1966).             
 Closely related to classical learning theory but emphasizing the cognitive processes that 
may account for the relationship between exposure to (family) violence and own aggressive 
behavior, social-cognitive theory (e.g., Huesmann, 1988) posits that by direct experience or 
observing parental aggression, children learn scripts for aggressive behavior which can be re-
trieved in similar situations to the one in which encoding occurred (Tulving & Thomson, 1973). 
For example, a child may observe situations in which interparental aggression is used to handle 
interpersonal conflicts, and may then recall it in other situations of conflict. The likelihood to 
retrieve and use a script is supposed to increase with higher similarity between cues in the time 
of encoding and time of retrieval. Another model focusing on social-cognitive and information-
processes was developed by Dodge and colleagues (1980, 1991; 1995) who focus on attribu-
tions of behavior. The authors claim that parental aggression tends to lead to a hostile attribu-
tion bias in children, which are associated with the possibility of later misinterpretations of 
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social actions (such as attributing neutral or ambiguous behaviors by others as hostile). Such 
difficulties in interpreting social information accurately is associated with a reliance on aggres-
sive solutions in problem solving in face of social conflicts, expecting that aggressive solutions 
will work. Thus, hostile attributions are proposed as a mechanism between parental violence 
and aggressive behavior of adolescents (Dodge et al., 1995; Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 1990).  
 Consistent with social learning, empirical research has consistently demonstrated an asso-
ciation between harsh parenting and beliefs about violence and delinquency, as well as between 
violent norms and adolescent aggression (Bernburg & Thorlindsson, 2016; Neuhaus, 2011; 
Schulz et al., 2011). Furthermore, Xia, Li, and Liu (2018) found that acceptance of violent 
norms together with violent peer association fully mediate the effect of violence in the family 
system on violent offending. Extensions of social learning theory specific to criminological 
research provide additional behavioral and cognitive mechanisms that influence the persistence 
or desistance of antisocial behavior (Akers, 1977; Sutherland, 1947). In his social learning the-
ory on deviant behavior, Akers (1977) contends that deviant as well as normative behaviors are 
“learned in interaction with others”. He also views social learning as a mechanism between 
structural social factors and deviant behavior. His constructs of imitation (repetition of a role 
model’s aggressive behaviors), differential association (exposure to violent caretakers), defini-
tions (development of definitions supportive of violence or favorable or neutral attitudes toward 
interpersonal aggression following exposure to aggression), and differential reinforcement (if 
observed or experienced consequences of violence are associated with greater benefits than 
costs) stress the link between childhood maltreatment and later aggression and violence. 
 In Germany, the right of corporal punishment was abolished in the year 2000. This may 
reflect a cultural understanding of parenting that more strongly favors positive parenting strat-
egies, with a cultural normativeness of parenting disrespecting the use of physical violence. 
Nevertheless, a substantial amount of children in Germany are exposed to parental physical 
aggression, with prevalence rates of parent-to-child physical aggression being reported around 
40% among adolescents in Lower Saxony (Bergmann, Baier, Rehbein, & Mößle, 2017). Simi-
larly, Weiss et al. (2015) report for a sample of early adolescents from two major German cities 
that only 37% of the respondents grew up in a violent-free home environment. Compared with 
other cultural settings such as the United States, parent-to-child aggression occurs at a lower 
rate in Germany. As Gershoff (2010) points out, the social acceptance of using physical aggres-
sion to discipline children is relatively high in the U.S. Consequently, the use of corporal pun-
ishment remains “one of the last holdouts of old-fashioned childrearing” (Gershoff, 2010, 
p. 31): About 50% of the parents of toddlers, 65-80% of the parents of preschoolers, and 85% 
of parents of middle and high school students in the United States have used corporal punish-
ment as a regular method of disciplining their children. Across countries and cultural settings, 
the experience of early, severe and persistent parental violence has been shown to be particu-
larly detrimental to adolescents (Weiss et al., 2015). A consistent and robust finding of both 
cross-sectional and longitudinal research is that beaten children have a significantly increased 
risk of later becoming violent themselves (Fitton, Yu, & Fazel, 2018; Gershoff et al., 2012; 
Yexley, Borowsky, & Ireland, 2002).             
 The positive linkage between parent-to-child physical aggression and aggressive responses 
in adolescents has also been documented for the German context (Baier, 2009; Baier, 2018; 
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Pfeiffer, Wetzels, & Enzmann, 1999). For example, in Baier et al.’s (2009) study, 9% of ado-
lescents who reported no exposure to parental violence but 32% of adolescents who were se-
verely or frequently beaten over several years by parents became perpetrators of violence them-
selves. Using a prospective study with three time points (5th to 7th grade), Baier (2018) showed 
in binary-logistic regression models controlling for family structural and process variables that 
parent-to-child physical aggression increased aggressive conduct in adolescents. Gershoff et al. 
(2018) found in their summary of international research on physical punishment that physical 
punishment is linked with the same harms to children as is physical abuse. Furthermore, they 
find that links between physical punishment and detrimental outcomes for children are con-
sistent across cultural, family, and neighborhood contexts. Children across the globe are also 
frequently exposed to parent-to-child verbal aggression (Beckmann, 2019; Gagné & Melançon, 
2013; Melançon & Gagné, 2011; Wang & Kenny, 2014), with prevalence rates for Germany 
ranging between 40 and 50% (Bergmann et al., 2019). Though exposure to verbal aggression 
(also designated as psychological or emotional aggression) has been studied less extensively 
than physical violence in relation to adolescent aggression, several studies compared the effects 
of both physical and verbal violence exposure (e.g., Gagné, Drapeau, Melançon, Saint-Jacques, 
& Lépine, 2007; Thomas et al., 2017). Some evidence suggests that the messages communi-
cated to a child via verbal aggression may be even more devastating than the perpetration of 
physical aggression (Evans, Simons, & Simons, 2012; Gagné et al., 2007). Yet other studies 
indicate that the effects of emotional abuse are significantly lower than the effects of physical 
abuse, at least with regard to substance use during adolescence (Moran, Vuchinich, & Hall, 
2004). Not only exposure to parent-to-child aggression has been empirically shown to be a risk 
factor for aggressive conduct, but also witnessing parental violence (Costa et al., 2015; Jolliffe 
et al., 2017; Narayan, Englund, Carlson, & Egeland, 2014).        
 Further, abuse and neglect often co-occur with exposure to intimate partner violence (IPV) 
between parents or caregivers. The association between family adversities and aggressive be-
havior has been demonstrated for specific types of aggression, whereby most researchers have 
used ecological theory to establish relationships between adverse family environments (includ-
ing child abuse and neglect) and bullying or school aggression toward peers (e.g., Espelage, 
2014; Lereya et al., 2013). As Lereya et al. (2013) point out in their meta-analysis, both victims 
and bully-victims were more likely to be exposed to maladaptive parenting behavior. The ef-
fects were small to moderate for victims (Hedge’s g range: 0.10-0.31) but moderate for bully-
victims (0.13-0.68). Apart from peer aggression, adolescent-to-parent violence (APV) has been 
consistently associated with exposure to violence in the family of origin and parenting styles 
and practices that involve disciplinary acts, using different methodologies and samples (com-
munity samples: e.g., Cornell & Gelles, 1982; Calvete, Orue, Gamez-Guadix, and Bushman, 
2015; Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012; Herrera & McCloskey, 2003; Ibabe et al., 2014; Ibabe 
& Jaureguizar, 2011; Lyons et al., 2015; Margolin & Baucom, 2014; Ulman & Straus, 2003; 
offender samples: e.g., Calvete, Orue, Gamez-Guadix, del Hoyo-Bilbao, & Arroyabe, 2015; 
Contreras & Cano, 2014; Contreras & Cano, 2016; Routt & Anderson, 2011; clinical samples: 
e.g.,  Biehal, 2012; Boxer et al., 2009; Fawzi, Fawzi, & Fouad, 2013; Nock & Kazdin, 2002). 
Some evidence also suggests links between parent-to-child verbal aggression and APV (Pagani 
et al., 2004).  
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More recent research has also analyzed associations between exposure to IPV and aggres-
sion in adolescent romantic relationships (Gustafsson, Barnett, Towe-Goodman, Mills-Koonce, 
& Cox, 2014; Latzman, Vivolo-Kantor, Holditch Niolon, & Ghazarian, 2015). Despite growing 
evidence that both of these types of family violence impair children and adolescent behavioral 
functioning, little research has simultaneously considered the impact of both IPV and child-
directed physical aggression on adolescent aggression, with most studies being conducted on 
samples of younger school children (Anderson, 2010; Gustafsson et al., 2014). Investigating 
the longitudinal linkages between IPV and physical aggression directed toward the child, in 
addition to their relative influence on child behavioral functioning at school entry, Gustafsson 
et al. (2014) found that both types of family violence (mother-child physical aggression and 
father-perpetrated IPV) had independent effects on child behavior problems, such that both 
child-directed physical aggression (β = .16, p < .05) and IPV (β = .14, p < .05) were associated 
with child behavior problems at school entry. In their meta-analysis of the relationship between 
childhood exposure to domestic violence and children’s internalizing and externalizing behav-
ior, Evans, Davies, and DiLillo (2008) reported mean weighted effect size d-values of .48 and 
.47 for the relationship between exposure to domestic violence and childhood externalizing 
symptoms. Moderator analyses for gender furthermore showed that the relationship between 
exposure to domestic violence and externalizing symptoms was significantly stronger for boys 
than for girls.                  
 Together, results of cross-sectional and longitudinal studies demonstrate that family vio-
lence is a significant risk factor for aggression. Most notably, the impact of parent-to-child 
aggression may be regarded as causative (Lereya et al., 2013; Ma, Han, Grogan-Kaylor, Delva, 
& Castillo, 2012; Smith & Thornberry, 1995). Most impressively, in her pioneering work on 
the cycle of violence, Widom (1989) followed a cohort of over 900 substantiated cases of child 
abuse over 20 years which were matched to control participants along criteria of age, sex, race, 
and approximate family socioeconomic status. Results indicated that adolescent or adult victims 
of child abuse demonstrated 38% greater risk of arrest for a violent offense in comparison to 
control cases without a documented history of child abuse.         
 As far as the magnitude of the relationship between family adversities and adolescent ag-
gression is concerned, research generally shows weak to moderate effects. As Tomsich (2015) 
notes, meta‐analyses on the linkage between childhood maltreatment and violence later in life 
document only weak to moderate effect sizes (e.g., Derzon, 2010; Stith et al., 2000). Derzon 
(2010) examined the covariation between 21 family constructs with the current or later display 
of problem, aggressive, criminal, or violent behaviors based on 3,124 correlations from 233 
reports of 119 longitudinal studies. He found small to moderate correlations for the family pre-
dictor of child maltreatment with aggression (rAdj. = .107) and violent behavior (rAdj. = .100). 
Similarly, Smith-Marek and her colleagues reported in their meta-analysis that overall, there 
were only modest links between family-of-origin violence and committing and suffering IPV 
in adulthood (r = .25 and r = .21, respectively). Nevertheless, the consistency in findings on the 
harmful effects of parent-to-child aggression and IPV on adolescent developmental outcomes 
highlight the strong and continued need for further research in this field to guide programs for 
intervention. Using a nationally representative sample of 2030 children aged 2-17 in the USA 
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and comparing the strength of effects of victimizations across multiple domains, Turner, Finkel-
hor, & Ormrod (2006) found furthermore that child maltreatment had the strongest relative 
effects on anger and aggression. 
       
Family relationships and family environment 
Besides relationships with parents, family relationships designate social interactions with sib-
lings and other family members living in the household. Parent-adolescent relationships lacking 
affection and communication are generally described as the most prominent and ongoing prox-
imal stressors negatively affecting overall family functioning (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Turner, 
Wheaton, & Lloyd, 1995). A negative family environment characterized by high levels of fam-
ily conflict, poor or negative communication with parents, and lack of parental support has been 
consistently related to impaired child development (Labella & Masten, 2018). For instance, 
Ribeaud and Eisner (2010) showed for their longitudinal sample of Swiss adolescents that the 
quality of family relationships was consistently correlated with general aggression of boys and 
girls, whereby the strongest correlation was observed for sibling relationships, followed by gen-
eral family climate and the quality of relationships between parents. There is also evidence that 
family relationships affect the association between exposure to family violence and children’s 
outcomes. For instance, Ellonen, Kääriäinen, Sariola, Helweg-Larsen, and Bøving Larsen 
(2011) documented that experiencing parental violence is correlated with a number of family 
associated factors, including little confidentiality within parent-child relationships. Fong, 
Hawes, and Allen (2019) concluded in their systematic review that quality of parenting was a 
key mediating and moderating factor of the relationship between IPV exposure and child exter-
nalizing problems.                  
 In an attempt to explain childhood antisocial behavior from a developmental criminological 
perspective, Sampson and Laub (1993) developed an integrative age-graded theory of informal 
social control that deals with the age-specific significance of the respective socialization agents. 
They posit that deviant behavior is inversely related to an individual’s bond to society. In their 
work Crime in the Making, Sampson and Laub distinguish three components of informal social 
control in the family context: consistent dicipline, monitoring, and attachment to the family. 
Antisocial behavior is thus believed to be reduced by both direct controls, or through emotional 
bonds. Through the social bond to the family, they assume that these three dimensions ulti-
mately link a child to the society, which should decrease antisocial behavior. In their theory, 
they overcome the usual separation of sociodemographic and socialization-related influences 
in classical control theories by explaining the onset of antisocial behavior on the basis of both 
structural factors (such as poverty and single-parent household) and process variables (such as 
attachment to family members, see Sampson and Laub 1993, p. 19). Their concept of cumula-
tive disadvantage (1997) suggests furthermore that maladjustment continues into adulthood be-
cause of its negative consequences for future life chances. If one follows the basic assumptions 
of the age-graded theory of informal social control, there is a high correlation, but by no means 
a deterministic relationship between early behavioral problems as a result of disturbed family 
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ties and later difficulties in adolescence and adulthood.3         
 Regarding aggression perpetration within particular socialization domains, empirical evi-
dence reveals that adolescent-to-parent aggression is related to poor relationships with families 
as a whole, both in community (Ibabe, 2016; Ibabe & Bentler, 2016; Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 
2010), offender (T. D. Kennedy et al., 2010), and clinical samples (Kageyama et al., 2016). For 
instance, Ibabe and Bentler (2016) documented for their sample of 585 Spanish adolescents 
(12-18 years) that family relationships based on affect and communication were related to less 
violent and more prosocial behaviors of children at home. Affectivity and quality of family 
relationships appeared to be the most important aspects for preventing violent behaviors. Sim-
ilarly, Jaureguizar et al. (2013) showed that positive family relationships were related to less 
violent and more prosocial behavior toward parents. In addition, positive parent-child relations 
were associated with a reduced risk of both verbal and physical adolescent-to-mother abuse in 
a study on Canadian adolescents by Pagani et al. (2003). In contrast, intra-family conflict and 
violence among family members has been associated with higher risk of APV (Cottrell 
& Monk, 2004; Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 2011; Ulman & Straus, 2003).  
Several theories further postulate interactions between pathogenic family environments and 
individual difficulties (e.g., risk-seeking temperament) across the life span. For instance,  Mof-
fitt (1993) proposed in her taxonomy on antisocial behavior that children with early neuropsy-
chological risk factors (e.g., low verbal intelligence, attention problems) tend to evoke adverse 
parental caring behavior, initiating a stable trajectory of antisocial behavior across the lifespan. 
Recent refinements of this taxonomy (Fairchild, van Goozen, Calder, & Goodyer, 2013) 
acknowledge that early adversity directly shapes neurobiological vulnerability and that support-
ive caregiving environments may function to mitigate and/or delay the onset of antisocial be-
havior associated with such vulnerability (in the sense of ‘arenas of comfort’). There is also 
evidence that well-functioning family relationships reduce the risk associated with violence 
exposure outside the family. For example, Gorman-Smith, Henry, and Tolan (2004) found 
among a male sample of 263 African American and Latino urban youth that those exposed to 
high levels of community violence, but living in well-functioning families perpetrated less vi-
olence than similarly exposed youth from less well-functioning families.  
 
1.4.2 School and peer-related risk factors 
 
Besides the institution of the family, schools and the classrooms they contain are pervasive 
socialization domains which have traditionally been associated with the perpetration of student 
aggression (e.g., Abdulsalam et al., 2017; Card & Hodges, 2008; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; 
Cooley et al., 2018; Espelage & Holt, 2001; Herrenkohl, Maguin et al., 2000; Hirschi, 1969; 
                                                          
3 Taking up this issueThornberry’s (1987) interactional theory and its extended version combines social structure, 
social control, and social learning theories and later also a strain perspective. The theory contends that antisocial 
behavior results from a reciprocal relationship between the individual and peer groups, social structures (i.e. poor 
neighborhood, school and family environments), weakened social bonds, and a learning environment that fosters 
and reinforces such behavior. (Thornberry, 2005, p. 183) explained transmission of aggression through an indirect 
mediation of family processes such as “family conflict, hostility, and especially by the quality of parenting”. 
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Wormington et al., 2016). According to ecological systems theory, schools contain the mi-
crosystems of peers and teachers, within which social interactions are effectuated that are im-
portant to development and learning. From a developmental perspective, adolescents acquire 
interpersonal skills at school, discover and redefine their strengths and self-image, and have the 
opportunity to form and renegotiate social networks largely independently of their families 
(Wilson, 2004). Schools not only influence the formation of identity and promote integration 
into society but also communicate and consolidate values and norms that have already been 
learned in the family (Ladd, Buhs, & Troop, 2008). This may not only apply in terms of sup-
portive social environments but also in terms of adverse environments (Fuchs et al., 1996; 
Thornberry, 1987). Due to their major socializing function, schools are also theorized to exert 
compensatory (e.g., positive school climate buffers against the harmful effects of exposure to 
family violence) and risk-exacerbating (e.g., negative school climate increases the harmful ef-
fects of exposure to family violence) effects in the context of adversity in other social domains 
(Saarento, Garandeau, & Salmivalli, 2015).             
 An ecological understanding of school influences on adolescent outcomes underscores the 
importance of considering various levels of the school ecology (Marchant, Paulson, & Rothlis-
berg, 2001; McNeely, Nonnemaker, & Blum, 2002). This includes individual (psychological 
and social) factors such as school connectedness and school achievement, interpersonal rela-
tionships with schoolteachers and peers (Bokhorst, Sumter, & Westenberg, 2010; Marchant, 
Paulson, & Rothlisberg, 2001; Wentzel, Russell, & Baker, 2016), but also the larger school 
context with its social organizational characteristics, such as classroom management practices 
by school personnel (Oliver, Wehby, & Reschly, 2011; Pas, Cash, O'Brennan, Debnam, & 
Bradshaw, 2015). Swearer and Espelage (2003) drew upon Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecologi-
cal-systems theory to locate school violence in a web of individual, family, peer, school, and 
community contexts. They assumed that student-student and student-teacher relationships are 
reciprocal and interconnected, creating a dynamic context and culture. Melzer, Mühl, and 
Ackermann (1998) developed an integrative social-ecologically oriented model on school vio-
lence, in which individual (e.g., self-concept, age, sex), school culture and climate, as well as 
extra-school socialization influences (such as family, friends, and media) are integrated.  
 The relationship between socio-spatial characteristics and antisocial behavior is essentially 
viewed from two perspectives. On the one hand, social-spatial units (mostly urban districts or 
neighborhoods) are seen as contexts of development which through certain characteristics, can 
influence individual attitudes and behavior in the long term (Wikström & Sampson, 2003). The 
second perspective focuses more strongly on the situational character of norm-violating behav-
ior and deals with the question of spatial concentration of norm-violating behavior, whereby 
certain contexts (traditionally urban districts) are seen as contexts of action. This aspect has 
been worked out in theoretical approaches such as the routine activity approach (Cohen and 
Felson 1979). Following the former perspective, the relevance of the larger school context can 
be rooted in social disorganization theory (Shaw & MacKay, 1969), which locates norm-vio-
lating behavior within the spatial conditions of development. Social disorganization theory was 
developed by the Chicago School at the beginning of the 20th century (Shaw and McKay 1969 
[1942]) and has become the most important theory in criminology for explaining neighborhood 
crime and delinquency based on the mechanism of a neighborhood’s inability to achieve the 
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common goals of its residents and maintain effective social controls. It tries to explain varia-
tions in criminal behavior based on structural factors of residential areas, maintaining that struc-
tural conditions within neighborhoods (e.g., low socioeconomic status, residential mobility, ra-
cial heterogeneity) lead to social disorganization, which in turn limits the capacity of neighbor-
hoods to regulate and control behavior. As a result, higher rates of crime and delinquency can 
be observed in this context.  
Sampson and Groves (1989) further elaborated this theory by specifying mechanisms that 
connect structural disadvantage with delinquency. Referring to social disorganization as “the 
inability of a neighborhood achieve common goals of its residents and maintain effective social 
controls” (Sampson & Groves, 1989, p. 777), their two-stage model assumes that neighborhood 
structural characteristics, such as low socioeconomic status, residential mobility, racial hetero-
geneity, and family disruption, are exogenous sources of social disorganization that disrupt lo-
cal social organizations. The disruption of local organizations (i.e., social disorganization) is 
characterized by weak local friendship networks, low organizational participation, and unsu-
pervised teenage groups. Besides indirect effects through social disorganization, Sampson and 
Groves assume a direct effect of structural characteristics on norm-violating behavior (see also 
Sun, Triplett, & Gainey, 2004). Wilson (1997) additionally emphasizes the relevance of role 
models for behavior within the social structure of neighborhoods (see also Beelmann & Raabe, 
2007, 98ff.; Galster, 2012). He contends that the social structure of disadvantaged contexts 
positively affects the availability of deviant role models, since the likelihood of getting into 
contact with other antisocial youth and adults is higher. In their description, higher levels of 
disruptive behavior in a given context are also theorized to increase exposure to victimization, 
which, in turn, make maladaptive responses such as aggression more likely.    
 Although context is predominantly conceptualized in socio-spacial terms in criminological 
research (e.g., residential areas, city districts, neighborhoods), evidence has demonstrated that 
schools are further important contexts that shape behavioral outcomes of youth. Similar to 
neighborhoods, schools can be thought of as social institutions with collective characteristics, 
such as the existence of behavioral norms and standards (DiPietro, Slocum, & Esbensen, 2015; 
Herrenkohl, Hawkins, Chung, Hill, & Battin-Pearson, 2000). As Arum (2000) and Kirk (2009) 
have noted, scholars have been little concerned with school contextual effects compared to 
neighborhood effects because it is often assumed that schools vary predominantly as a function 
of the demographic and social organizational characteristics of neighborhoods, or that school-
level variation in antisocial behavior is inconsequential and insignificant. Reiss (1995, p. 307), 
however, contends that “schools are rarely a microcosm of the communities in which they are 
located”. In the case of Germany, the municipal organization of secondary schools is often 
associated with a large spatial disparity between residential areas and school districts (Oberwit-
tler, 2007). Thus, schools usually represent a broader and often geographically not congruent 
contexts with the residential neighborhood (Kirk, 2009; Oberwittler, 2007, 2010). Taking this 
into account, extensions of social disorganization theory appear necessary.     
 To date, only few attempts have been made to enlarge social disorganization theory to the 
school setting (Gottfredson, 2001; Pauwels & Svensson, 2015). Research on adolescent offend-
ing suggests that unique contextual effects of school-level characteristics exceed neighborhood 
contextual effects. For example, (Kirk, 2009) used the 1997 Student Survey of the Chicago 
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Public Schools and analyzed the interdependence of family, school, and neighborhood contexts 
on youth delinquency. He found that higher levels of trust between students and teachers, as 
well as school-level collective efficacy were related to lower suspension and arrest. Similar to 
residential neighborhoods, different mechanisms of action are assumed with regard to the con-
text effects of schools (Oberwittler, 2013, p. 54). These are primarily effects of school organi-
zation for which teachers are responsible (Gottfredson, 2001; Gottfredson et al., 2005; Payne 
et al., 2003; Welsh, 1999) and effects of influence by classmates (Fuchs & Schmalz, 2010). 
With regard to organizational characteristics, research emphasizes the concept of ‘commu-
nal school organization’ (Lee, Bryk, & Smith, 1993), referring to the organization of the school 
as a community. It stresses supportive relationships within school, teacher efficacy, a sense of 
cooperation and involvement, a shared set of objectives and norms. The concept of communal 
school organization can be related to Sampson’s concept of neighborhood collective efficacy 
which similarly highlights “shared expectations and mutual engagement by residents in local 
social control” (Sampson, Morenoff, & Earls, 1999, p. 635). Similar to Sampson’s claim that 
neighborhoods with higher collective efficacy will be higher in levels of informal control, in 
turn leading to lower levels of crime and delinquency, communal school organization is theo-
rized to increase students’ bonding to school as well as their level of commitment to school 
(Wells, 2017).  
Much educational research has demonstrated the benefits of different aspects of the com-
munal school concept. Payne, Gottfredson, and Gottfredson (2003) found that more commu-
nally organized schools had lower levels of teacher victimization and student delinquency. The 
effect for student victimization was in the expected direction but not statistically significant. In 
their comprehensive examination of predictors of victimization among U.S. teachers, Gottfred-
son, Gottfredson, Payne, and Gottfredson (2005) drew upon individual, school, and community 
factors. Based on a nationally representative sample of teachers and students from 254 middle 
and high schools, he assessed a wide range of potential influences of teacher victimization, 
including communal school organization, student bonding, and neighborhood characteristics. 
Bivariate analyses indicated that less teacher victimization was associated with consistent dis-
cipline management as perceived by students (i.e., fairness and clarity of rules; r = .21) and 
positive psychosocial climate as perceived by teachers (i.e., organizational focus, morale, ad-
ministrative leadership, and planning; r = .41). Negative interactions with peers and teachers in 
the classroom may also lead the search for a social image based on rebelliousness and rule-
breaking behavior (Emler & Reicher, 2005). Alongside their potential of fostering normative 
development, peers and teachers can thus represent forums for violence and aggressiveness for 
deviant behavior and crime (Hurrelmann & Bründel, 1994, p. 6).   
 Teacher-student relationships as well as relationships among students are key dimensions 
of communal school organization and shape the social climate in educational settings. The qual-
ity, quantity and directions of such relationships further affect pupils’ self-concept, motivation 
and performance (Fraser, 1986). The concept of social climate is closely related to classroom 
and school climate, and refers to characteristics of the psychosocial environment of educational 
settings. Supportive teacher-student and student-student relationships have been frequently as-
sociated with aggressive behavior of students (Espelage, Polanin, & Low, 2014; Estévez López, 
Pérez, Ochoa, & Ruiz, 2008). While close and supportive relationships with peers can enhance 
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children and adolescents’ social adjustment through social support and the modeling of proso-
cial behavior (Smith, Flay, Bell, & Weissberg, 2001), low-quality peer relationships and peer 
rejection are important factors promoting aggressive behavior (Ferguson & Cricket Meehan, 
2010). Furthermore, researchers have long suggested that peer norms are influential for student 
aggressive behaviors (Henry, Cartland, Ruchross, & Monahan, 2004). Peer relationships can 
also be a source of adversity if one’s friends engage in problem behavior or hold beliefs that 
promote aggressive behavior. According to differential association theory (Sutherland, 1947), 
deviant peers model and reinforce behavior and norms favorable to committing antisocial acts 
which elevates the risk for problematic outcomes.         
 Deviant peer affiliation counts among the best established correlates of antisocial behavior 
and has also been identified as a mediator in the link between victimization and aggression and 
related outcomes (e.g., Bueher, 2006; Herrenkohl et al., 2003; Hong, Kim, & Piquero, 2017; 
Lin, Yu, Chen, Tian, & Zhang, 2018; Manzoni & Schwarzenegger, 2018; Zhu et al., 2017). 
Although the selective affiliation with antisocial and aggressive peers has been shown to be a 
crucial mechanism for the persistence and chronification of aggression across the life course 
(e.g., Lacourse, Nagin, Tremblay, Vitaro, & Claes, 2003), both socialization and selection ap-
pear to play a role for the fostering of aggressive behavior by antisocial peer groups. Neither a 
pure selection hypothesis, according to which deviance and deviant attitudes lead to the affili-
ation to corresponding groups (i.e. the group as an enabling context), nor a pure socialization 
hypothesis, according to which deviance and norms advocating deviance (such as aggressive 
behavior) are generated by the peer group or larger context (i.e., group membership not as the 
cause but the result of deviance), does justice to the internationally available findings. Thorn-
berry, Lizotte, Krohn, Farnworth, & Jang (1994) for example contend that empirical results are 
to be best seen within the framework of an interactional model that view antisocial behavior 
and subsequent labeling processes as preconditions for the likelihood of affiliating with antiso-
cial peers and the long-term stabilization of antisocial norms and behavior.    
 Reflecting the dimension of collaboration and involvement as part of communal school 
organization, Goodenow (1993) used the construct of connectedness to describe “the extent to 
which students feel personally accepted, respected, included and supported by others in the 
school social environment” (Goodenow, 1993, p.80), and this construct is conceptualized as a 
protective factor against adolescent antisocial behaviors. Students who are closely connected to 
school are likely to perceive school as a useful learning context that will help them acquire 
cultural and economic capital. Therefore, such students will not normally exhibit behavioral 
problems and will express positive attitudes towards teachers and school. Conversely, a nega-
tive attitude towards school staff and institution as well as a negative social reputation among 
peers is consistently associated with antisocial and violent behavior in educational contexts 
(Emler & Reicher, 2005; Musitu, Estévez, & Emler, 2007). Experiencing a low degree of social 
cohesion in school may imply social exclusion or segregation and evoke social stereotyping, 
including antisocial or unsafe behavior such as bullying and violence (Mooij, 2011).  
 Hirschi’s (1969) social control theory provides a link between communal school organiza-
tion and aggressive behavior of students (Payne & Gottfredson, 2004, pp. 165f.). In this under-
standing, the school constitutes a developmental site in which an individual’s social bond is 
formed. Attachment to school refers to the extent to which students care about school, while 
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commitment is expressed by the time and energy that students invest in school in order to attain 
academic achievement (i.e., homework). Involvement represents the time spent on conventional 
school activities (or extra-curricular activities), and belief is the extent to which students accept 
school norms and rules as legitimate). Based on these concepts, social control theory would 
argue that students who have more positive attitudes toward school, who invest greater effort 
into school, who are more strongly involved in school activities, and who have internalized 
school rules are less likely to perpetrate aggression (Hirschi, 1969; Payne et al., 2003; Welsh, 
Greene, & Jenkins, 1999; Wilson, 2004). Similarly, Bursik (1988, p. 521) established a link 
between social disorganization and social bonding theory by stating that “the dynamics of social 
disorganization lead to variations across neighborhoods in the strength of the commitment of 
the residents to group standards”. He maintained that weak formal and informal control de-
creases the costs of deviation within a group, which as a result makes norm-violating behavior 
more likely. Social bonds may also be related with normative pressure to conformity. These 
norms can prevent youth from engaging in aggressive behavior, but they can also produce such 
behavior if they are in contrast to legal or generally accepted social norms. Thus, social bonds 
can either prevent school aggression if they provide “positive” informal social control or they 
can promote aggression if they provide social prestige within a subcultural normative order. 
 In opposition to social bonding theory, the concept of collective efficacy (Sampson, 2012) 
states that close social bonds are not a prerequisite for collective efficacy. Reaching beyond the 
initial formulations of the social disorganization framework, the collective efficacy approach 
emphasizes the ability of communities to control the behavior of their members through trust 
and cohesion between individuals, as well as the readiness to intervene if deviant behavior oc-
curs. Applying the concept of collective efficacy to the school context in order to explain indi-
vidual-level bullying perpetration and victimization, Sapouna (2010) found for a sample of 
1729 Greek students aged 11 to 14 years that low levels of collective efficacy in terms of low 
cohesion and trust among classmates combined with little willingness to intervene in the case 
of aggressive or bullying incidents was associated with more frequent victimization. Espelage 
et al. (2014) used staff and teacher reports for a sample of 3616 6th grade students that a greater 
commitment to prevent bullying was associated with less bullying, fighting, and peer victimi-
zation among students. In addition, student-reports of bully perpetration and peer victimization 
were largely explained by staff’s and teacher’s commitment to bully prevention.  
Beyond the concept of communal school organization, the larger school environment plays 
a vital role for student antisocial behavior. Correspondingly, school climate research has fo-
cused on the general quality and character of school life and denotes the collective beliefs, 
values, attitudes, as well as teaching and learning practices that prevail at the school and that 
are (re)produced through social interactions between students, teachers, and other school staff 
(Koth, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2008). According to Wang and Degol (2016), school climate can be 
subsumed under the four domains academic, community, safety, and institutional environment. 
In empirical research, it is either assessed by school- or class-level aggregate measures of the 
before mentioned single aspects of school influences (i.e., teacher support, peer support, school 
connectedness, rule clarity, see e.g., Låftman, Östberg, & Modin, 2017; Saarento, Garandeau, 
& Salmivalli, 2015), or by a multitude of these factors in form of individual-level perceptions 
(e.g., Aldridge, McChesney, & Afari, 2018). Despite its conceptual location on the contextual 
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level, relatively few studies have assessed school climate as a contextual risk factor in multi-
level designs (e.g., Saarento, Kärnä, Hodges, & Salmivalli, 2013). Increasing evidence shows, 
however, that students’ perceptions of school climate are associated with the frequency of ad-
olescent engagement in aggressive behavior (e.g., Khoury-Kassabri, 2012b). A positive school 
and classroom climate may reduce aggressive-disruptive behaviors in two ways: via the 
teacher’s use of effective discipline and management strategies that discourage student misbe-
havior, and via the instruction and modeling teachers provide to help students manage conflicts 
adaptively, including support for appropriate emotional expression and social problem-solving 
skills.    
 To conclude, both family process and relationships at school have been identified as broad 
developmental contexts or settings, characterized by patterns of proximal and more distal pro-
cesses, with potentially intensify or reduce the aggression among adolescents. It has also been 
shown that the perception of a negative family environment and negative attitudes toward 
school and teachers are uniquely linked with violent behavior among adolescents (Estévez et 
al., 2013) to the perpetration of school aggression. The extant research literature also suggests 
that aggressive behavior across socialization contexts is a complex problem related to a range 
of cross-level variables (such as student, teacher, classroom, school, and family variables, see 
e.g., Espelage et al., (2013) for a summary of findings on violence directed against teachers). 
In particular, there is a lack of empirical evidence on variables associated with violence directed 
against authority figures like parents and teachers, due to the lack of empirical research con-
ducted in these fields. In light of the complexity of factors associated with aggressive behavior 
of adolescents, an interactional perspective should be used to capture the multitude of social 
and behavioral processes. From a prevention and intervention standpoint, it is particularly nec-
essary to identify the contextual and individual factors that allow aggression directed toward 
socializing agents to occur in the first place.  
 
1.4.3 Individual risk factors 
 
Demographic factors 
Gender 
The ecological model on development further emphasizes the role of individual characteristics, 
including demand and resource characteristics. Demand characteristics act as an immediate 
stimulus to another individual (e.g., gender, age, physical appearance) and have the “capacity 
to invite or discourage reactions from the social environment” (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 
1998, p. 1011), while resource characteristics refer to mental and emotional resources but also 
social and material resources (e.g., parenting, socio-economic status of the family). Male gender 
has been frequently discussed as an important risk factor for aggressive conduct in adolescence. 
Gendered theories on offending assume that males are biologically more prone to engage in 
aggressive conduct than females. For example, in their gendered theory of female offending, 
Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996) assume that the social construction of gender differs on the basis 
of physical characteristics as well as norms, identities, relationships and social control. This is 
in turn associated with gender-specific differences in certain characteristics that lead to more 
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antisocial behavior in men and more prosocial and altruistic behavior in women. Evolutionary 
and socialization theorists similarly stress differential internalization of gender images which 
embody more active (i.e., impulsive, rebellious, physically aggressive) features for boys and 
more passive (i.e., nice, protected, monitored, expressive) features in girls (Lindsey, 2015), 
although gender roles are subject to subtle changes, especially for girls, due to historical 
changes in society (Adler, St. Kless, & Adler, 1992). Such gender-specific images become part 
of idealized constructs of masculinity and femininity, as well as of self-image. Females are 
more often socialized to perceive (and report) violations in close relationships more than males 
(Kimerling, Ouimette, & Weitlauf, 2010). Indeed, females have been found to report higher 
rates of posttraumatic stress than men, are diagnosed with PTSD after a trauma twice as often 
as males, and develop stronger PTSD symptoms than males (Tang & Freyd, 2012).   
 Compared to males, females also display more re-experiencing, avoidance and hyper-
arousal (Ditlevsen & Elklit, 2010). Related to this is  the concept of a higher sensitivity to child-
hood adversities in girls compared to boys, including a greater interpersonal emotional orienta-
tion, a higher perception of stress in their relationships with their family, and a greater likeli-
hood to report negative affect in the family context and to evaluate negative interpersonal events 
as stressful (Rudolph, 2002). Power-control theory (Hagan, Gillis, & Simpson, 1985) offers 
another explanation for the well-established gender gap in adolescent offending, although this 
theory is limited to families with traditional gender roles and division of labor. According to 
this theory, positions held by parents in the workplace (e.g., male power positions) affect patri-
archal attitudes in the home, which, in turn, result in different levels of control exercised toward 
sons and daughters (e.g., supervision and punishment). Consistent with traditional gender roles, 
boys in patriarchal homes are socialized to be dominant and to take risks while girls are social-
ized to be passive and submissive (Witt, 2000). Consequently, girls are thought to be more 
intensively controlled by parents than boys, resulting in different levels of offending and delin-
quency (Hadjar, Baier, Boehnke, & Hagan, 2007, 43f.).         
 Empirical evidence on gender-specific effects suggests that the type of aggression as well 
as the social context in which it is perpetrated determine whether boys or girls are more likely 
to become perpetrators. Regarding gender-specific patterns of aggression perpetration among 
adolescents, most studies have analyzed aggression toward peers. Consistent with the well-
known ‘gender gap’ in aggression, a range of studies have linked male gender with increased 
aggression, particularly in its physical form (Karriker-Jaffe et al., 2008; Lansford et al., 2012). 
Although some studies report slightly higher rates of indirect aggression in females (Archer, 
2004), others do not establish any sex differences in the perpetration of social or relational 
aggression toward peers (Karriker-Jaffe et al., 2008; Lansford et al., 2012). In contrast, girls 
have been shown to be more verbally aggressive toward their peers. Prinstein, Boergers, and 
Vernberg (2001) report significantly higher perpetration rates of overt forms of aggression 
(such as hitting, pushing, or threatening to beat up a peer) toward and victimization by peers 
for boys compared with girls and, whereas relational forms were reported with comparable 
frequencies across sexes. Analyzing gender differences in trajectories of relational aggression 
perpetration and victimization from middle to high school, Orpinas, McNicholas, and Na-
hapetyan (2015) found that relational aggression trajectories differed by gender in that more 
boys reported perpetration, while more girls reported victimization.       
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 With regard to aggression toward authorities (i.e., parents and schoolteachers), evidence on 
gendered patterns of aggressive behavior produces a less clear picture. In addition, effects may 
differ by the specific form of aggression that is perpetrated (i.e., physical or verbal/relational). 
While adolescent-to-teacher aggression has been generally associated with male gender (Chen 
& Astor, 2009; Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009), community samples of adolescents in which 
parent-directed aggression was assessed reveal slightly higher rates of verbal aggression in fe-
males (Calvete, Orue et al., 2013), while equal perpetration rates of physical aggression were 
identified between boys and girls (Cottrell, 2001; Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012; Pagani et 
al., 2004). In some national (Walsh & Krienert, 2007), clinical (Boxer et al., 2009; Kennedy, 
Edmonds, Dann, & Burnett, 2010), and offender (Routt & Anderson, 2011) samples, however, 
boys have been found to be more likely to physically assault their parents. The higher preva-
lence of males in forensic samples may arise due to the overrepresentation of males who are 
adjudicated (Kuay et al., 2017). With regard to teen dating violence (TDV) as a special case of 
adolescent-to-peer aggression, it is generally established that boys have a higher propensity to 
engage in more severe forms of TDV (Muñoz-Rivas, Graña, O'Leary, & González, 2007). Nev-
ertheless, some evidence suggests higher physical perpetration rates in girls compared to boys 
(O'Leary, Smith Slep, Avery-Leaf, & Cascardi, 2008), which also applies to verbal aggression 
(Haynie et al., 2013). With regard to victimization, recent studies point to mixed findings, sug-
gesting a higher propensity of girls to be victimized by peers, while equal rates of parent-to-
child victimization have been identified for the German context and internationally.
 Evidence also shows that males are more likely to experience family and community vio-
lence, compared to females (Buka et al., 2001; Kennedy, Bybee, Sullivan, & Greeson, 2010). 
In their comprehensive attempt to explain the nature of gender differences in aggression and 
antisocial behavior, Moffitt and Caspi (2001, pp. 90 ff.) conclude that these differences are 
rooted in a higher exposure of boys to risk factors but not in higher vulnerability of boys. In 
line with this assumption, some studies indicate similarities between boys and girls regarding 
the predictors and patterns of aggression. In their sample of 1877 adolescents from grades 7 to 
11, Martino, Ellickson, Klein, McCaffrey, and Edelen (2008) identified discrete patterns of 
physical aggression and found that girls were less likely than boys to be in any trajectory besides 
the low or no aggression-group, and that individual, parenting, peer, and school factors were 
equally related to aggression across males and females. Logan-Greene et al. (2011) similarly 
found that levels of risk and protective factors differed for males and females, while the func-
tional relationships to violence was the same for both sexes. Still other findings suggest that the 
processes involved in the development of physical aggression in adolescence operate differently 
in boys and girls. For example, Ribeaud and Eisner (2010) document in their longitudinal study 
on child development in Switzerland that boys not only had a higher risk exposure, but also a 
higher risk vulnerability with regard to many single risk factors. This also was the case for 
correlations between aggression and corporal punishment (boys: r = .138, p < .01; girls: r = 
.113, p < .01), although differences between girls and boys were statistically not significant.  
 Concerning victimization in the family, significant sex-differences in the use of parental 
aggression have also been identified for the German context, with female adolescents reporting 
higher levels of mother’s physical violence than male adolescents (indicating a ‘same-sex-ef-
fect’, see for example Baier & Rehbein, 2013). Evidence on gendered patterns of aggressive 
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behavior among victimized children is somewhat inconclusive. As Baglivio (2018) summa-
rizes, particularly males who have experienced childhood maltreatment have been often found 
to be prone to later violent behavior and delinquency. Other studies found that a greater pro-
portion of maltreated females committed violent offenses as juveniles or adults than non-mal-
treated females, while finding no differences for males (e.g., Widom & Maxfield, 2001 for U.S. 
individuals), or no significant gender differences in violent offending among adults exposed to 
childhood physical abuse (Teague, Mazerolle, Legosz, & Sanderson, 2008).     
Age 
As has been suggested by the well-established ‘age-crime-curve’ in research on delinquency 
(Farrington, 1989) and aggression (Tremblay & Nagin), offending throughout the life course 
takes an asymmetrical bell shape, with the prevalence of offending increasing from late child-
hood, peaking in the teenage years (around ages 15-19), and then declining from the early 20s 
(Löber & Farrington, 2014). Developmental trajectories of offending, in contrast, make distinc-
tions between subgroup of offenders, such as life-course persistent offenders and adolescence-
limited (Farrell, Laycock, & Tilley, 2015; Moffitt, 1993; Tremblay, 2005). Jolliffe, Farrington, 
Piquero, Löber, and Hill (2017) found, however, little evidence that specific early risk factors 
were associated with specific offending types. Available data on aggression toward dating part-
ners suggest a curvilinear relationship between aggressive behavior and age, at least with regard 
to physical aggression (Johnson, Giordano, Manning, & Longmore, 2014). Research also found 
that older children are more likely to experience family and community violence (Buka et al., 
2001).                      
 With regard to parental physical punishment, evidence is somewhat mixed. Some studies 
found that parents decrease their use of corporal punishment as children grow older and thereby 
adjusting their behavior in response to their children’s cognitive abilities (e.g., Lansford et al., 
2009). The authors identified distinct trajectories of parent-to-child violence, including ‘high 
decreasing’, ‘moderate quadratic’, ‘low quadratic’, and ‘minimal ceasing’. Not surprisingly, 
persistent patterns of parent-to-child physical aggression have been linked with a particularly 
high likelihood of behavioral problems (Bender et al., 2007; Weiss, Link, & Stemmler, 2015). 
Lansford et al. (2011), in contrast, found for a sample of 290 high-risk boys between age 10-15 
for and a community sample of 562 boys and girls between 6 and 9 years that associations 
between mothers’ physical discipline and child externalizing did not change as a function of 
age.                    
 Concerning aggression perpetrated in specific social settings, some research on adolescent-
to-parent aggression shows that adolescents begin perpetrating child-to-parent aggression in 
mid-adolescence, between the ages of 14-17 years (Walsh & Krienert, 2007), while other stud-
ies show based on parents’ reports that aggression started in earlier childhood (5 years of age, 
Holt, 2016). Teacher-targeted aggression has, in contrast, been related to older rather than 
younger students (Mooij, 2007). In sum, adolescence apparently represents an important devel-
opmental stage where oppositional behaviors toward peers and authority figures increases.  
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Ethnic background 
Another demographic correlate and demand resource in terms of ecological systems theory that 
is frequently discussed as a correlate of victimization and aggressive behavior is ethnic back-
ground. The study of child maltreatment has increasingly sought to identify and understand 
issues related to culture and ethnicity, whereby ethnic differences in willingness to disclose 
abuse, in definitions of abuse, and in the distinction between cultural and abusive parenting 
practices have been studied (Elliott & Urquiza, 2006). The outstanding interest in ethnic differ-
ences has received particular research attention in the United States and less so in the European 
context. This is probably due to its historically more deeply anchored significance to the per-
petuation of social inequality.                
 Literature examining ethnic/racial differences in physical child abuse has produced diverse 
findings (Elliott & Urquiza, 2006), whereby ethnic disparities in rates of reported child mal-
treatment, rates of children residing in the foster care system and frequency and intensity of 
services received have been established. According to the U.S. Department of Health and Hu-
man Services (2012), child protective service records indicate consistent racial/ethnic differ-
ences in the referral rates for and number of substantiated cases of childhood abuse. For exam-
ple, Putnam-Hornstein, Needell, King, and Johnson-Motoyama (2013) found on the basis of 
data from the full population of children born in California in 2002 that Black children were 
more than twice as likely as White children to be referred for maltreatment, substantiated as 
victims, and enter foster care before age 5. Other studies, however, indicate a lack of group 
differences by ethnicity (Elliott & Urquiza, 2006). There is also evidence that such differences 
are likely to be influenced by acculturation levels, socioeconomic status, and community-level 
variables (such as neighborhood or community violence). For example, Putnam-Hornstein et 
al. (2013) showed that Black children from low SES families had a lower risk for referral, sub-
stantiation, and entry to foster care compared to similarly located Whites. Thus, ethnic back-
ground is likely to interfere with other variables, such as low socioeconomic positions or cul-
tural factors, which account for the identified ethnic disparities.        
 For Germany, data indicates significantly higher exposure rates to parental violence for 
students with migration background (defined as either oneself or at least one parent having a 
citizenship other than German or being born in a country other than Germany, see e.g., Berg-
mann et al., 2019; Bergmann, Baier, Rehbein, & Mößle, 2017). Compared to students without 
migration background, students with migration background report a higher degree of strict pa-
rental control before they were twelve years old (2.5% vs. 5.8%, p < .001) and higher exposure 
to parent-to-child physical violence (9.9% vs. 25.9%, p < .001) and verbal violence (11.5% vs. 
18.8%, p < .001, see Bergmann et al., 2019, pp. 125–127). Similarly, Windzio and Baier (2009) 
showed on the basis of a large school survey conducted in several cities of Germany (n = 
14,301) that 6.9% of native-born Germans compared with 17% in the Turkish group and 11.2% 
in the Russian group were maltreated during childhood. A similar pattern was observable for 
severe corporal punishment during childhood, as well as recent exposure to parental physical 
violence. Similarly, non-native youth in Germany have been found to show higher disruptive 
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and norm-violating behavior, compared to youth without migration background. For example, 
Windzio and Baier (2009) showed that Turkish offenders had a higher incidence rate than native 
German offenders, and that African/Arabic ethnicity had a higher prevalence of serious bodily 
harm offenses. Likewise, using data from a school survey conducted in 2006 among ninth-grade 
students in Hanover, Germany, Rabold and Baier (2011) documented that students of Turkish, 
Russian, and other ethnicity had a significantly higher likelihood than German adolescents to 
commit violent offenses in the last twelve months.           
 As Rabold and Baier (2011, p. 3128) point out, four major explanations of this ethnic gap 
can be distinguished: (1) social disadvantages arising from greater exposure to poverty and 
lower levels of education; (2) exposure to parental violence, (3) culturally accepted norms of 
violence (e.g., norms regarding masculinity), and (4) concentrated social disadvantage in the 
community and neighborhood (see also Salikutluk, 2016; Schmitt-Rodermund & Silbereisen, 
2008). (1) is related to anomy theory, which posits that the gap between culturally prescripted 
aspirations (e.g., high education) and the means to realize these goals (e.g., good grades) may 
lead to higher aggression due to feelings of frustration and personal deficiency. Concerning (3), 
the persistence of ‘culture of honor’ by ethnic minorities in the host country can be explained 
by conservatism or intergenerational transmission (e.g., Vollebergh, Iedema, & Raaijmakers, 
2001), as well as by “ethnic penalties” (Cheung & Heath, 2007) in schools and in labor markets, 
leading to an active revitalization of the culture of honor (Windzio & Baier, 2009). Such mech-
anisms may also pertain to adolescents who were born in Germany. Rabold and Baier (2011) 
demonstrate that ethnic differences in violent behavior disappeared after controlling for the 
composition of students’ friendship networks. Similarly, violent peer networks and low self-
control accounted for ethnic disparities in violent behavior in Windzio and Baier’s (2009) study. 
Applying stepwise regression analyses, Schmitt-Rodermund and Silbereisen (2008) found for 
a sample of 837 male adolescents from Germany and the Former Soviet Union that ethnic group 
differences in boys’ delinquency were mostly explained by delinquent beliefs and parental vi-
olence. Thus, being of non-native origin tends to co-occur with negative socialization experi-
ences in Germany, which can be considered major risk factors for both victimization and ag-
gressive behavior (Baier & Pfeiffer, 2010).            
 Evidence on the context-specific perpetration of aggressive behavior among adolescents is 
limited. Concerning the family setting, evidence shows that adolescents with migration back-
ground are less likely to perpetrate aggression toward parents than students without migration 
background, which might be explained by differential cultural ideas about the normativeness 
of aggression toward specific family members (Beckmann, Bergmann, Fischer, & Mößle, 
2017). Consistent with these findings, research from the U.S. regarding race and ethnicity has 
repeatedly shown that White or Northern European ethnicities are more likely to be perpetrators 
of adolescent-to-parent violence than other ethnic backgrounds. This has been demonstrated for 
community (Agnew & Huguley, 1989; Lyons et al., 2015), offender (Kennedy et al., 2010; 
Routt & Anderson, 2011; Walsh & Krienert, 2007), and clinical (Nock & Kazdin, 2002) sam-
ples (for an overview, see Simmons, McEwan, Purcell, & Ogloff, 2018).     
 Related to the ‘culture of honor’-hypothesis, belonging to certain ethnic groups in Germany 
may, however, be associated with increased aggression toward dating partners, reflecting po-
tential differences in gender roles and cultural norms that include (male) violence perpetration 
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(Enzmann & Wetzels, 2003; Idema & Phalet, 2007). Findings from the U.S. context further-
more indicate higher perpetration rates of dating violence by ethnic and racial minority groups 
compared to non-Hispanic Caucasian adolescents (e.g., Foshee, Reyes, McNaughton, E., & Su-
san T., 2010). To conclude, ethnicity should not be misconceived as the main determinant factor 
in the differences in aggressive behavior between ethnic groups, but rather seen as a proxy for 
cultural norms and values related to family functioning and the perpetration of violence.  
 
Personality and behavioral factors 
 
Low self-control and risk-seeking  
Personal and behavioral risk factors have been emphasized as highly predictive of adolescent 
aggression, compared to more distal factors (Ribeaud & Eisner, 2010). A well-established and 
comprehensive theoretical approach in the field of personality-related explanations of antisocial 
conduct is Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) self-control theory, also termed ‘General Theory 
of Crime’ (GTC). This theory highlights self-control as a stable behavioral disposition and the 
key cause of antisocial conduct, thereby claiming general validity because it is intended to ex-
plain any form of norm-violating behavior. It assumes that self-control is differently pro-
nounced across individuals. Self-control denotes the ability to take into account the long-term 
consequences of an action when deciding for or against a behavior.       
 Individuals with high self-control who, in addition to anticipating the short-term benefit of 
delinquent behavior, consider the long-term negative consequences, are expected to violate 
norms to a lesser extent. Individuals with low self-control are more impulsive, risk-seeking, and 
short-sighted while striving for immediate gratification. GTC maintains that crime occurs if an 
individual with low self-control abilities is exposed to a criminal opportunity. As GTC argues, 
low self-control results from inadequate socialization within the family, notably ineffective par-
enting involving an absence of supervision, nurturance, and adequate discipline. Thus, it is me-
diated by parents’ childrearing practices in the first years of life, which enables individuals to 
oversee the long-term negative consequences of hand movements and to control their impulses. 
This, in turn, may also be likely to result in a higher propensity of aggressing against relevant 
agents of socialization, especially in conflict situations. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) also 
view the intergenerational transmission of violence as the result of the transmission of self-
control, mediated by parents’ incapacity to guarantee adequate parenting behavior (Hirschi & 
Gottfredson, 2003; Schulz, Eifler, & Baier, 2011). Thus, while parents’ recognition of inade-
quate behavior and correction of such behavior foster children’s self-control abilities, harsh 
physical discipline disrupts the teaching of self-control, which may foster children’s own ag-
gressive responses in the short- and long-term.           
 Empirical work has provided substantial evidence that weakened self-control and separate 
dimensions thereof are related to increased aggression (Pratt, Turner, & Piquero, 2004). In par-
ticular, high risk-seeking as part of the concept of low self-control has been frequently associ-
ated with aggression in adolescents, as well as to higher exposure rates to family adversities 
(Kort-Butler, Tyler, & Melander, 2011; Willems, Li, Hendriks, Bartels, & Finkenauer, 2018). 
In a cross-sectional study of socio-economically deprived preschool children attending Head 
P a g e  | 46 
 
 
 
Start, greater emotional regulation was associated with fewer conduct problems and more pro-
social behavior (Myers & Morris, 2009). Longitudinal studies of at-risk young children growing 
up in poverty have found that emotional and behavioral regulation and attentiveness/persistence 
on tasks predicted fewer behavioral problems 3 to 4 years later (e.g., Yates, Obradović, & Ege-
land, 2010). There is also evidence that children’s self-control or emotional regulation may 
buffer adversity and promote adaptive outcomes by enabling children to respond positively to 
stressful circumstances (Curtis & Cicchetti, 2007). Some studies have furthermore found that 
self-control is able to explain a substantive part of the link between parental violence and later 
aggression, although it is unable to fully explain this link (Schulz et al., 2011; Wilmers et al., 
2002). Others find little or no support for the hypothesis that self-control explains the relation-
ship between parental physical abuse and violent offending (Rebellon & van Gundy, 2016). 
Thus, although the General Theory of Crime has taken up a very important (albeit by no means 
new) aspect of the genesis of deviant behavior at the level of individual differences, and has 
thereby strongly shaped the development of criminological research, it has been ultimately 
shown unable to assert itself with its claim to universality as well as its specific assumptions 
about the emergence and stability of self-control.      
 
Violent media consumption  
The way in which adolescents spend their leisure time also plays an increasingly important role 
for behavioral development (Beelmann & Raabe, 2007, p. 100). The use of media is of great 
importance for the organization of adolescents’ leisure time. In media and violence research, 
various explanatory approaches have been developed for the possible connection between me-
dia consumption and antisocial behavior (Kunczik, 2017). Theories on short-term effects of 
media violence stress the role of priming, arousal, and mimicking processes, while long-term 
effects are explained by observational learning of cognitions and behaviors (i.e., imitation of 
behaviors), as well as activation and desensitization of emotional processes (C. A. Anderson et 
al., 2017). For example, the habitualization hypothesis deals with the long-term effects of media 
violence in the form of desensivitization and habituation effects. According to this theory, the 
regular and frequent consumption of media violence is assumed to reduce sensitivity to violence 
and to promote the view of aggression as an everyday phenomenon (Rule & Ferguson, 1986). 
The findings on this hypothesis are quite heterogeneous, which is mainly due to the very dif-
ferent understanding of the term (e.g., Kunczik & Zipfel, 2006: 113ff). A special part of this 
hypothesis asks whether the consumption of media violence reduces the recipients’ empathy in 
the long run, leads to an understanding of aggression as a normal everyday behavior, increases 
tolerance for violence and lowers the inhibition threshold for one’s own acts of violence. 
 Social-cognitive theory, which can be traced back to works by Bandura (1977), has been 
frequently used to explain the association between media use and aggression (Bushman & 
Huesmann, 2001, 2006; Huesmann, Moise-Titus, Podolski, & Eron, 2003). The starting point 
of social-cognitive theory is the assumption that people acquire patterns of behavior by follow-
ing the behavior of other people in reality or in the media. The theory posits that by exposure 
to violent media contents, children and adolescents become more sensitive to the perception of 
aggressive cues as well as cognitively more prone to aggressive behavior. Consequently, they 
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develop scripts for aggressive behavior which can be retrieved in similar situations to the one 
in which encoding occurred (Tulving & Thomson, 1973). Social learning approaches assume 
further that the effect of media content on deviant behavior is caused by a complex set of con-
ditions consisting of consumed media content, consumer characteristics (e.g., level of excite-
ment, personality traits, and interests) and situational factors (e.g., family situation, peer groups, 
see also Rabold & Baier, 2007). Thus, identical media contents are likely to have differential 
effects on individuals, dependent on certain other risk factors (e.g., intra-family violence or a 
negative school environment). The ‘General Aggression Model’ represents an explanatory 
framework which combines several former theories (Kunczik & Zipfel, 2006: 111ff.). Similar 
to the social learning approach, this model assumes that the effect of media is not only depend-
ent on the medial stimulus, but also on further factors, such as gender, normative orientations, 
or environmental factors. Three pathways are theorized: changes on the level of affects, which 
may give rise to aggressive mood, cognitions, through which certain scripts can be activated 
promoting aggressive acts, and arousal, causing a reinforcement of aggressive tendencies al-
ready present before consumption of violent media (Junge, 2013, p. 29ff). 
Empirical evidence on a causal relationship between violent media use and aggression is 
somewhat inconclusive (Ferguson, Cruz et al., 2008), although recent empirical research has 
documented a both short- and long-term increase in aggression and violence among children 
and adolescents who consume violent media (e.g., Brown & Tierney, 2011; Fikkers, Piotrowski, 
Lugtig, & Valkenburg, 2015; Fikkers, Piotrowski, Weeda, Vossen, & Valkenburg, 2013; for a 
review, see Bender, Plante, & Gentile, 2017). In empirical research, the assumptions of social-
cognitive theory could be largely verified, whereby the assumption of violent media modifying 
attribution schemes and lead to positive attitudes toward non-normative behavior to achieve 
individual goals can be considered as secured (see Anderson et al., 2003). As Huesmann and 
Taylor (2006) point out in their literature review, fictional television and film violence contrib-
ute to both a short-term and a long-term increase in aggression among adolescents. Beelmann 
and Raabe (2007, p. 102) note that as the result of longitudinal studies, an average correlation 
from r = .10 to r = .20 between violent film consumption and subsequent aggression, whereby 
results differ by the applied methodology and intervals between measurement points. The re-
sults of one prominent study by Lefkowitz, Eron, Walder, and Huesmann (1972) show that 
early exposure to TV violence (at age 8) was related to aggression in males but not females ten 
years later, even after controlling for a range of covariates, such as socioeconomic status and 
prior aggression level (see also Huesmann, Eron, Lefkowitz, & Walder, 1973). Based on a U.S. 
sample, Huesmann et al. (2003) examined the longitudinal relations between TV-violence 
viewing at ages 6 to 10 and adult aggressive behavior about 15 years later for a sample growing 
up in the 1970s and 1980s. They found that childhood exposure to media violence predicts 
young adult aggressive behavior for both males and females. 
More recently, Ribeaud and Eisner (2010) found among a Swiss longitudinal sample of 
adolescents that respondents who used adult media content (i.e., contents restricted to adults 
above 18 years) are 2.5 times more at risk of aggression than other children (.18***). In contrast 
to TV exposure time, time spent playing computer games was another significant risk factor 
(.14***). There is further evidence that exposure to violence exerts an influence on whether 
adolescents turn to violent media or not and that victimization is mediated by this factor. From 
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a stress and coping perspective (Sheldon Cohen & Wills, 1985), violent media consumption 
may represent a pathway through which exposure to parent-to-child aggression is related to 
own aggressive conduct. Both behaviors represent potentially effective means to handle emo-
tional stress directly associated with violence exposure in parent-child relationships. In partic-
ular, consuming violent media may bundle feelings of aggression induced by violence expo-
sure, which may be then released in social interactions with classmates. Using a longitudinal 
data set of 1,004 respondents from 5th to 7th grade attending German schools, Baier (2018) was 
able to show in multivariate binary-logistic models that parental violence is associated with 
increased use of violence media. Following routine activity theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979; 
Osgood & Anderson, 2004; Osgood, Wilson, O'Malley, Bachman, & Johnston, 1996) children 
who receive little parental control tend to pursue unstructured leisure activities. In light of lim-
ited and mixed findings on the association between violent media use on aggression (Ferguson, 
Rueda et al., 2008), testing violent media consumption as a correlate of aggression against ma-
jor agents of socialization is an important need for research. 
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1.5 Integration of findings into an ecological risk and resilience-model of aggres-
sion 
 
The theoretical and empirical findings presented above have demonstrated that besides individ-
ual characteristics, the microsystems of the family, peer group, and school all contribute to the 
rates of aggression perpetrated (and experienced) by adolescents. As was outlined in Chapter 
1.4, an ecological understanding of aggression requires the simultaneous investigation of sev-
eral microcontexts, as well as the synergistic interplay between them. The assumption of inter-
relationships between and within particular microcontexts is closely related to the idea that an 
‘even’ or average effect of environmental risk factors on aggression is generally not met under 
real conditions. Taking up this point, a relatively recent strand of research – known as the risk 
risk and resilience framework – emphasizes the need to study both risk and protective factors, 
and to further assess moderating factors that can either buffer or aggravate the impact of adver-
sities on adjustment outcomes (Farrington et al., 2016; Lösel & Farrington, 2012).  
 The term ‘resilience’ is defined as successful adaptation in the context of significant adver-
sity, threat, or trauma (Cicchetti, 2010; Masten, Cutuli, Herbers, & Reed, 2011). Resilience 
refers to a dynamic developmental process that is not stable across time but time- and context-
specific, due to the fact that it only occurs in the presence of adversity. In the terms of the risk 
and resilience framework, differentiations are generally made between ‘promotive factors’ and 
‘protective factors’, the former being associated with beneficial outcomes in both low- and 
high-adversity individuals (often represented by main effects), while the latter refer to specific 
protective factors with unique benefits only for high-adversity individuals (often represented 
by statistical interactions, see e.g., Labella et al., 2019).         
 From a risk and resilience perspective, the postulated synergy in ecological contexts can 
either result in exacerbation or buffering effects with regard to adolescent aggression. Such a 
perspective has been advocated by many researchers who see the need to strengthen protective 
factors as well as to reduce risk factors in intervention programs (Ludy-Dobson & Perry, 2010; 
Martinez-Torteya, Anne Bogat, Eye, & Levendosky, 2009). Pollard, Hawkins, and Arthur 
(1999) even argued that focusing on protective factors and on building resilience of children 
was a more positive approach than reducing risk factors. Consequently, more and more re-
searchers have turned to the examination of resources that may help break the cycle of violence 
(e.g., Wright, Turanovic, O'Neal, Morse, & Booth, 2016).       
A considerable body of interdisciplinary research has identified factors that have the poten-
tial to moderate the detrimental effects of adversity, i.e., to affect individual coping in the face 
of risk (Miller-Lewis, Searle, Sawyer, Baghurst, & Hedley, 2013). These are organized around 
three broad categories and can vary by developmental stage: (a) individual characteristics (e.g., 
self-esteem, self-control, easy temperament); (b) family characteristics (e.g., close parental su-
pervision and support, attachment to at least one parent, family functioning) and (c) factors 
within the larger social environment, particularly school (e.g., student-teacher relationships, 
student-student relationships). For example, children with individual vulnerabilities are partic-
ularly susceptible to adversity in the caregiving environment – as well as more likely to expe-
rience it (Rutter & Zigler, 2000; Wheaton, Young, Montazer, & Stuart-Lahman, 2013). Devel-
opmental research has demonstrated that characteristics of the social context may be even better 
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predictors of resilience than individual indicators, such as good mental health or high intelli-
gence. For instance, Sameroff & Rosenblum (2006) found in their longitudinal study that fol-
lowed children from birth to adolescence that high environmental challenges, such as poor par-
enting, antisocial peers, low-resource communities, and economic hardship, were better predic-
tors of mental health and academic achievement than early resilience based on individual char-
acteristics. 
Since families are institutional contexts in which children and adolescents normally make 
both adverse and beneficial experiences, this microsystem appears to be of particular interest 
for the study of differential effects of family violence (Andreas & Watson, 2009; Doyle, 2001). 
On the one hand, family conditions that exceed children’s and adolescents’ capacities to cope 
adaptively following exposure to family violence may result in problematic short- or long-term 
consequences. Exacerbation occurs if the combination of similarly detrimental influences leads 
to an intensification of maladaptation. Although it is often assumed that the home represents a 
‘safe haven’ that buffers against harmful effects from other environments (Lasch, 1995), the 
‘arena of comfort’-hypothesis contends that the family arena can also be an environment in 
which children and adolescents experience substantial stress, both acute (e.g., parental separa-
tion or divorce) or chronic (e.g., strained family relationships, see Mortimer & Call, 2001, 
p. 20). Based on the ecologically rooted assumption that “the larger social structure and cultural 
values affect the nature of one’s more proximate interpersonal relationships which influence 
the self-picture and associated level of comfort or discomfort” (Simmons, 2001, p. 216), the 
concept of ‘comfort’ relates to a psychological phenomenon that resides in the social structure 
(Mortimer & Call, 2001, p. 5). Although children and adolescents can cope effectively with 
mild or moderate stress in the presence of support by parents or caregivers, lack of the caregiv-
ers’ ability to buffer them from stress or to regulate stress makes them more vulnerable to other 
risk factors (Petersen, Joseph, & Feit, 2013). 
The ‘arena-of-comfort‘-hypothesis also focuses on the compensating potential of social en-
vironments by suggesting that one social context can provide a means to recover and renew 
from stresses in another context (Benson & Buehler, 2012). There is also strong emerging evi-
dence for the capacity of functional and well-adjusted families to successfully buffer various 
developmental threats and reduce the chances of maladjustment in children at risk (Masten & 
Shaffer, 2006). In a longitudinal study by Andreas and Watson (2009), which consisted of a 
community-representative sample of 440 mother-child dyads (MChildAge = 10.00 ± 2.0 at base-
line), child aggression was reduced in children with high aggressive beliefs if they experienced 
better than average family environment, indicated by less family conflict and more family co-
hesion. These results support the idea that at-risk children may benefit from beneficial family 
environments marked by high levels of cohesion, closeness, emotional support, but even be 
more affected in situations of high family conflict and low cohesion. Thus, according to the 
theoretical framework of risk and resilience (Lösel & Farrington, 2012), particular social envi-
ronments can serve as powerful (mal)adaptive systems counteracting or intensifying risk factors 
that increase the likelihood of aggression and violence.   
Furthermore, in the absence comfort within the family, adolescents can turn to several other 
potential arenas of comfort (such as schoolteachers or peers), which may enhance effective 
coping, well-being, and behavioral adjustment. Such buffering processes are consistent with 
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the concept of social support outlined in stress-theoretical models (Cohen & Wills, 1985). The-
ory on peer influences for example highlights the joint detrimental effects of family adversities 
and peer deviance, by stating that bonds within families and peer groups combine to channel 
behavior of adolescents (Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985). Benson and Buehler (2012) doc-
ument accordingly that deviant peers represent an alternative socialization domain especially 
for children from hostile family environments, thereby fostering aggression. Such ideas are 
consistent with a growing interest in the contextual characteristics surrounding stressful events 
(Wheaton, 1990), involving a more thorough look on the contextual locations of both stressor 
and support processes (Mortimer & Call, 2001). In particular, structured and secure extra-fa-
milial environments may represent compensatory anchors in the presence of insecure family 
relations (Hetherington, 1989). It may also be that social support is more effective as a buffer 
if it originates from an area of comfort that is different from the one in which the stressor is 
located (cross-domain buffering effects, see e.g., Lepore, 1992). For instance, supportive rela-
tionships with teachers or classmates may mitigate the detrimental effects of adverse family 
conditions on aggression. 
As Farrington et al. (2016) note, the term ‘protective factor’ has been used inconsistently 
in empirical research. While some researchers have defined a protective factor as a variable that 
predicts a low probability of offending (e.g., White, Moffitt, & Silva, 1989), others have defined 
it as a variable that interacts with a risk factor to nullify its effect (e.g., Rutter, 1985), or as a 
variable that predicts a low probability of maladaptive outcomes among a high-risk group (e.g., 
Werner, 1996). The authors themselves define a protective factor as “a variable that interacts 
with a risk factor to nullify its effect, or alternatively a variable that predicts a low probability 
of offending among a group at risk” (Farrington et al., 2016, p. 64). They additionally distin-
guish between interactive risk factors (i.e., factors that moderate the effects of risk factors) and 
risk-based protective factors (i.e., factors that predict a low probability of negative outcomes) 
in their conceptualization of protective factors. The former describes the process of interaction 
with risk factors in reducing the probability of a negative outcome, such as aggression. In other 
words, when a risk factor is present, the probability of aggressive conduct should decrease in 
the presence of a protective factor. Interactive protective factors have been less studied that 
risk-based protective factors.               
 Using an ecologically embedded risk and resilience framework (see also Masten, 2014), 
the present study integrates the theoretical and empirical findings on the correlates of adolescent 
aggression toward major socialization agents. Conceptualizing ecological contexts as consist-
ing of nested levels with varying degrees of proximity to the individual, it applies a multidi-
mensional assessment of risk factors of aggression spanning individual, family, peer and school 
domains. Thereby, it helps to better understand the multi-dimensional and multi-sectoral nature 
of adolescent aggression. Acknowledging furthermore the important role of exposure to vio-
lence/aggression for individual aggressive conduct, the conceptual model highlights a direct 
link between exposure to violence in the family and school setting and individual aggression.  
 The theoretical model is presented in Figure 2. It is crucial to note that the different risk 
factors of aggression in the overall model not only have an additive effect but also multiplicative 
effects, i.e., their effect can be attenuated or intensified depending on the extent of other factors. 
The present cumulative dissertation suggests a comprehensive approach to explain adolescent 
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aggression toward major socializing agents based on a social-ecological perspective, which 
considers the level of the individual, family, classroom, and school. In doing so, it specifies the 
multilevel causes and correlates of violence, a range of consequences in children’s lives, and 
mediating and moderating coping resources (see Foster, Hagan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2008 for sim-
ilar efforts from a stress and strain perspective). In doing so, it addresses more comprehensively 
a range of social environmental factors as correlates of aggressive conduct in major socializa-
tion contexts. This may provide clearer understanding of the full range of processes and path-
ways involved and opportunities for prevention and intervention for children’s health, safety, 
and well-being.  In particular, shedding more light on the unique and interactive influence of 
family and school risk and protective factors on aggressive behaviors toward major agents of 
socialization will have important implications for tailored interventions and family life educa-
tion serving youth and parents in cross-cultural contexts. 
 
The adopted integrative approach adds an overall synthetic view of often disconnected compo-
nents of the literature emphasizing the overall stress process where violence exposure and mod-
erating (coping) resources combine to affect children’s mental health, behavioral, and academic 
outcomes:  
 
a) Aggression in various social settings and their interconnections: The conceptual model 
seeks to explain adolescent aggression toward major socializing agents within the fam-
ily, school, and peer domain (i.e., parents, schoolteachers, school peers, and romantic 
partners). 
b) Multilevel and multidomain correlates of aggression toward major agents of socializa-
tion: The conceptual model further specifies the connectedness of aggression to social 
structural and cultural correlates by theorizing connections between family (family 
structure, socioeconomic status, parenting and family relations), school (school and 
class size, indicators of school and classroom climate) as well as individual (ethnic back-
ground, gender, personality and behavior) risk factors and adolescent aggression.   
c) Exposure to violence as a major risk factor of aggression: Among the causes and cor-
relates of aggression, the conceptual model emphasizes the pervasive role of exposure 
to violence in different socialization contexts and on different ecological levels for ag-
gressive conduct, in line with the cycle of violence-hypothesis (Widom & Maxfield, 
2001). Furthermore, the model assumes that the different developmental domains are 
interrelated and interact with each other over time in shaping individual development 
and adaptation, which is consistent with the tenets of developmental victimology 
(Finkelhor, 2008) and an ecological-transactional model of violence exposure (Lynch 
& Cicchetti, 1998). Violence exposure in one social setting should be positively associ-
ated with other violence exposures in other social settings (polyvictimization, see Finkel-
hor, Turner, Hamby, & Ormrod, 2011). For example, adverse childhood experiences of 
parental violence are presumed to increase the risk of subsequent violence perpetration 
and victimization in the school setting.  
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d) Moderating factors across risk domains: The literature on stress and coping suggests 
the utility of identifying coping responses to address particular stressors (Farrington et 
al., 2016; Lösel & Farrington, 2012; Pearlin, Menaghan, Lieberman, & Mullan, 1981). 
Therefore, the proposed conceptual model also includes factors from various social 
ecologies that moderate adolescents’ violence exposure on aggression. Essentially, fam-
ily and school factors may decrease or buffer the influence of violence exposure in the 
family on adolescents’ aggression. A better knowledge about potential buffering factors 
across ecological contexts will inform both our understanding of coping mechanisms in 
the stress process following exposure to violence and may help synthesize findings to 
inform prevention and intervention efforts (Foster et al., 2008; Zielinski & Bradshaw, 
2006). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Conceptual Model on Adolescent Aggression Toward Major Agents of Socializa-
tion Based on a Risk and Resilience Social-Ecological Framework. 
Demographi factors: 
 Sex, age, migra-
tion background 
 
Personality and behavioral factors: 
 Self-control/risk-seeking, 
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and peers 
 
Cultural factors: 
 Quality of family relations (family 
cohesion, family conflict) 
 
 Exposure to violence: Parent-to 
child physical and verbal aggression, 
intimate partner violence (IPV) 
 
Contextual factors: 
 School climate (aggre-
gated level of teacher con-
trol, relationships with 
teachers and classmates, 
classroom composition) 
 
 Exposure to violence:  
Level of school/classroom 
aggression 
Structural factors:  
 Socioeconomic status 
(SES) 
 
 Family structure (single-
parent vs. two-parent) 
 
 
Individual-level factors: 
 
 Perceived relationships with 
teachers and classmates, 
school connectedness, school 
achievement  
 
 Exposure to violence: 
Teacher-to-adolescent ag-
gression, peer-to-adolescent 
aggression 
Family Ecology  
Individual  
School Ecology 
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1.6   Special needs for research  
Despite significant advances that have recently been made in explaining aggressive behavior of 
adolescents in various socialization contexts, a number of unresolved matters remain. These 
concern (1) the assessment of the unique and combined contributions that various types of ex-
posure to violence may make to aggressive behavior toward parents, schoolteachers, and peers, 
(2) the assessment of whether individual and familial rather than school-related risk variables 
contribute more to the explanation of teacher-targeted aggression of adolescents, (3) the role of 
classroom aggression norms for the perpetration of violence toward dating partners, and (4) the 
assessment of family-related moderating factors in the relationship between exposure to parent-
to-child aggression and adolescent-to-parent aggression. The latter aspect is guided by the 
acknowledgement that not all adolescents react in the same way to unfavorable socialization 
conditions. In sum, there is a strong need to differentiate unique and interactive associations 
between specific risk factors and specific aggression outcomes. There is also need for clarifica-
tion which risk domains are especially relevant to adolescents’ aggression within particular 
socialization contexts. These concerns will be addressed in more detail in the following sub-
chapters. 
1.6.1 Additive and interactive effects of victimization on aggression across social  
settings 
Despite some important insights as for the role of exposure to violence in the family and school 
setting on aggressive behavior in adolescence, exposure to violence in different socialization 
domains is generally viewed in isolation. In empirical research, this is reflected in the analysis 
of discrete, single forms of violence (e.g., child abuse), which is reflected in the single inclusion 
of either family or school-based victimization variables, without modelling theoretically con-
ceivable and even empirically proven interrelationships between victimization experiences 
across social contexts (Margolin et al., 2009). Furthermore, the question of how specific vio-
lence exposures may buffer or amplify the influence of other interpersonal violence exposures 
on aggressive outcomes has remained largely unresolved. A social-ecological understanding of 
aggressive behavior (Bronfenbrenner 1979, 1986; Bronfenbrenner und Morris 2006) presup-
poses such an interdependence and mutual influence. Although there are a number of studies 
on the joint influence of family, peer, and school experiences on aggressive behavior (Estévez 
López, Pérez, Ochoa, & Ruiz, 2008; Jiménez & Estévez, 2017), few research efforts have hith-
erto incorporated exposure to violence from multiple domains simultaneously to identify their 
independent and interdependent effects. Important exceptions to the above-mentioned lack of 
corresponding modelling can be found, for example, in social capital research. Within this re-
search some studies have been developed that analyze the joint effects of social capital from 
family and school on antisocial outcomes of young people (e.g., Dufur, Parcel, & McKune, 
2008). Further study is also required on how types of violence exposure may influence exposure 
to other forms of violence. Acknowledging the interconnectedness between various types of 
victimization, Finkelhor and colleagues (Finkelhor et al., 2011; Finkelhor, Ormrod, & Turner, 
2007; Turner, Finkelhor, & Ormrod, 2010) have recently drawn considerable attention to the 
occurrence of multiple victimizations, or polyvictimization, among children and adolescents. 
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Research on developmental victimology and the co-occurrence and interconnections of victim-
izations in children’s lives more specifically considers re-victimization where prior violence 
can increase the likelihood of further victimization of either the same or a different type (Finkel-
hor et al., 2007). Since adolescents spend an increasing proportion of their time outside of the 
home environment, they are also likely to experience a greater variety of victimization expo-
sures (Fisher et al., 2015). Thus, it is important to measure exposure to a range of possible 
victimization experiences during this key transition period and examine their immediate and 
longer-term consequences in affected individuals. Although the co-occurrence of various forms 
of victimization is likely, researchers often fail to measure and account for joint and/or over-
lapping effects on child outcomes. Neglecting such overlap or treating these forms of violence 
as one and the same may mask potentially unique effects of discrete forms of exposure on dif-
ferent types of outcomes. Shedding more light on the cascading consequences of early exposure 
to aggression in the family finally helps understanding potential pathways that lead from abu-
sive parenting to later aggression in various social contexts. 
1.6.2 Multilevel risk factors of teacher-targeted aggression 
Although teacher-targeted aggression has only recently become the focus of scientific and pub-
lic debate (Espelage et al., 2013), significant implications have emerged from previous findings. 
Essentially, both individual-level and school-level factors have proved to be influential for ag-
gressive student behavior toward teachers. Although he importance of (perceived) social con-
text for explaining individual behavior, previously highlighted by Lewin (1936) and Bron-
fenbrenner (1979), is now widely accepted, few studies have analyzed jointly these two contexts 
in relation to aggression perpetrated toward schoolteachers. Most empirical studies on school 
aggression address primarily individual-level school factors, such as social bonding or peer 
influence (e.g., Silva, Cianflone, & Bazon, 2016). However, an appropriate test of the role of 
the school context on aggression should also consider school-level attributes (Brezina, Piquero, 
& Mazerolle, 2001; Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, & Gottfredson, 2005). Little emphasis 
has hitherto been given to understanding the etiology of teacher-targeted aggression including 
both individual and contextual conditions, both internationally and in the German context. In-
tegrating concurrent risk factors at the various ecological levels and developmental domains 
(individual/family vs. school (environmental) risk factors) that give rise to aggressive behavior 
toward schoolteachers allows to better understand this under-researched phenomenon and to 
assess whether individual and family factors vs. school-related risk factors (on both the indi-
vidual and school-level) play a greater explanatory role. 
1.6.3 Classroom norms and the perpetration of teen dating violence 
Besides the influence of individual authority figures, the broader social environment in which 
youth are embedded is likely to function as a source of normative influence. Social exposure to 
a certain behavior refers to “the composite of ways through which people see that behavior in 
their social, physical, and symbolic environments” (Mead, Rimal, Ferrence, & Cohen, 2014, 
p. 139). For example, hostile family interactions or aggressive peer orientations within the 
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school class may transmit aggression norms, which adolescents may then adopt in their social 
interactions with relevant others. In the following, the current state of research regarding ag-
gression toward parents, teachers, and peers will be briefly presented and linked to the risk 
factor of exposure to violence from a social learning perspective.       
 When testing the contribution of the school environment on adolescent aggression, class-
room peers should not be overlooked since they represent a significant source of influence. As 
smaller socio-spacial units, classrooms have long been recognized as crucial normative influ-
ences in the context of youth maladaptive outcomes, although little research has thus far as-
sessed the role of classroom characteristics for aggression and more specifically aggression 
toward dating partners. Social learning theoretical explanations such as differential association 
theory (Sutherland, 1947) suggest that any behavior is learned in interaction with social groups. 
The theory posits that an individual’s exposure to attitudes that are favorable toward norm-
violating behavior can explain such behavior. Thus, assuming that the broader social environ-
ment in which youth are embedded exerts significant normative influence on behavior, the con-
centration of aggression norms in classrooms is likely to increase contact with other adolescents 
with the aggressive tendencies, which makes aggression more likely. Although differential as-
sociation is not limited to interaction with peers, peers are believed to be a major part in this 
process, especially during mid-adolescence, when youth develop increasing autonomy. Subcul-
tural theories similarly contend that antisocial behavior of adolescents is learned in contact with 
other peers (Akers & Jensen, 2003). From this perspective, classrooms may function as an ag-
gressive subculture in which aggression norms, such as the use of violence in conflict situations, 
are less often rejected and more often accepted or even expected.      
 Extensive research has found that deviant peer affiliation elevates the risk for problematic 
outcomes “by modeling and reinforcing behavior and promoting norms favorable to committing 
antisocial acts” (Herrenkohl et al., 2003). While existing research has impressively demon-
strated the differential association process for peer influences in relation to adolescent aggres-
sion and offending, the majority of studies focused on the role of close friends or groups of 
friends. In contrast, little is known about the normative significance of the wider peer context 
which consists both of voluntarily and involuntarily chosen individuals (for notable exceptions, 
see Giordano, Kaufman, Manning, & Longmore, 2015; C. Michael Müller, Hofmann, Fleischli, 
& Studer, 2016). Analyzing the role of classroom aggressive peer norms for the perpetration of 
teen dating violence (TDV) is of particular interest because TDV is a form of violence which 
is typically not perpetrated in the school context but still indirectly influenced by school expe-
riences, for example through talk, gossip, or even direct witnessing of such events. Since ado-
lescents spend most of their day in school, it is likely that they acquire and shape their defini-
tions of violence and adequate behavior in partnerships through peer norms. Assessing how 
classmates’ TDV norms, as reflected by the aggregate measure of classmates’ TDV perpetra-
tion, is associated with own perpetration of violence in dating relationships is particularly useful 
in light of the fact that most prevention and intervention programs are designed for implemen-
tation on the school or classroom level.  
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1.6.4 Moderators of the link between family adversity and aggression 
As has been outlined above, a central tenet of social-ecological theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) 
is that human development can only be understood accurately by examining how the multiple 
contexts affecting individuals in their lives interact. Addressing this concern, research has be-
gun to explore differences in individual susceptibility to the adverse outcomes associated with 
exposure to violence and to uncover factors that protect some individuals from the deleterious 
consequences (Petersen, Joseph, & Feit, 2013, pp. 148ff.). A very prominent example for such 
interaction effects stems from biological research assuming a collective influence of genetic 
and environmental conditions on behavior: Caspi et al. (2002) analyzed the role of genotype in 
the cycle of violence in maltreated children and found that particularly among abused children 
with low MAOA-levels, the likelihood of perpetrating violence was increased.    
 Development-oriented criminology has similarly been investigating differential effects of 
social contexts on aggression, including in the context of violence exposure (e.g., Bender & 
Lösel, 2015; Lösel & Farrington, 2012). This is mainly due to the observation that despite evi-
dence that children and adolescents who are exposed to violence are, as a group, at increased 
risk of problematic outcomes, most youth who make such experiences do not grow up to be-
come violent (Petersen, Joseph, & Feit, 2013). As Baker (2012) notes, theories of the ‘cycle of 
violence’ have been heavily critiqued for being too deterministic. Even in Widom’s (1989) 
study of abused and neglected children, only 29% had an adult criminal record, and only 11% 
of that sample had a violent criminal record as an adult.         
 Surprisingly, still little is known about why some victimized youth become aggressors 
whereas others do not. In the context of family violence, yet scant evidence exists on the ques-
tion of whether cohesive family relationships can mitigate the harmful impact of earlier expo-
sure to parent-to-child violence on aggression perpetrated toward parents during adolescence. 
Furthermore, little is known on whether social resources in classrooms at school can alleviate 
the strain of direct and indirect exposure to family violence. Understanding the moderating 
potential of positive family and classroom environments can facilitate the early identification 
of at-risk children, and help focus intervention efforts on interrupting this cycle of violence.  
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1.7  Conceptual and methodological challenges  
 
The study of cross-domain risk correlates of adolescent aggression within major socialization 
domains requires a further look at the implications and methodological challenges. Most im-
portantly, assessing the role of the larger school and classroom social environment requires the 
formation of aggregate measures of aggression, in order to be able to speak of context effects.  
The fundamental question on social-spatial context effects is: Do (school and classroom) con-
texts have an independent contribution for the social behavior of individuals, independent of all 
relevant individual risk factors? A context effect in form of the socio-spatial concentration of 
social disadvantage or other unfavorable collective characteristics of the social space is only 
present if this effect exceeds the sum of all individual effects of social disadvantages. Otherwise 
it would only be a compositional effect, i.e., the social composition of individuals in a given 
context is sufficient to explain variation in problem behavior (Oberwittler, 2013, p. 72). Multi-
level analysis represents a suitable statistical analysis procedure of the simultaneous estimation 
of individual and contextual influences on a dependent variable (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). 
Multilevel designs extend classical regression analysis by taking hierarchical structures into 
account. Thus, effects of a common context, such as a classroom or school, can be correctly 
estimated with simultaneous consideration of individual risk factors. and has led to a renewed 
upswing in the research field of socio-spatial context effects on adolescents (Oberwittler, 2013, 
p. 72). 
In order to isolate the independent role of school contexts, the relevant individual influenc-
ing factors, which may be linked to the characteristics of the macro-level, must be controlled. 
One problem that frequently occurs is that of unobserved heterogeneity or ‘omitted variable 
bias’, which arises due to an inadequate control of third variables that have both a direct effect 
on the independent variable(s) and on the dependent variable of the model. This can lead to an 
overestimation of the context effects (Wolf & Best, 2010). This problem is particularly im-
portant for the school context because little is known about the process of (self-) selection of 
individuals into schools or classrooms. The German school system in particular is highly selec-
tive with the (Wodtke, Harding, & Elwert, 2011, p. 714) transition from elementary to second-
ary school. Problem behavior in the 7th grade, for example, which could be interpreted as a 
result of the contextual conditions of lower secondary schools, might have already led to these 
students attending a lower secondary school instead of a higher secondary school at the time of 
selection after the 4th grade. In this case, individual personality traits on which problem behavior 
is based would causally precede the influence of the social context and must therefore be taken 
into account (Oberwittler, 2013, p. 67). This also applies to family characteristics that are re-
sponsible for the selection into specific types of schools or classrooms and that are simultane-
ously presumed to directly affect adolescent aggression. For example, parents with a high soci-
oeconomic status and high cultural and economic resources might avoid socially disadvantaged 
schools or even school classes for their children, while low-status and low-resource parents 
might send their children to schools with greater social disadvantage. Thus, students with sim-
ilar socioeconomic backgrounds tend to be concentrated in the same schools or even same 
classrooms (van Ham, Manley, Bailey, Simpson, & Maclennan, 2012). In this case, the sup-
posed school or classroom effect could be an effect of family or parent characteristics, which 
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would be associated with problems of endogeneity. Conversely, however, there is also the dan-
ger of ‘over controlling’ individual and family background characteristics. This can lead to the 
fact that verifiable social-spatial effects are no longer detected (Wodtke et al., 2011, p. 714). 
This is always the case when individual characteristics are controlled that are themselves the 
result of the influence of the social context. For example, aggressive attitudes develop in the 
course of child and adolescent socialization, also under the influence schools and classrooms.  
 When wanting to assess the (causal) relationship between (early) exposure to violence and 
later aggression, one should ideally use longitudinal designs. Since the present work relies on 
cross-sectional survey data of 9th grade students, such longitudinal relationships between social 
risk factors and aggression cannot be assessed here. In order to reduce this shortcoming, how-
ever, a retrospective design was used in the school surveys with regard to exposure to parental 
aggression. Respondents were asked to report about their prior exposures to violence, essen-
tially during childhood (before the age of 12). Of course, this procedure may be affected by bias 
due to shared method variance, social desirability, memory difficulties, and the problem of cur-
rent family relationships affecting the perception of earlier relationships. There is also evidence 
that abuse perpetrated by a caregiver is related to less persistent memories of abuse (Freyd, 
DePrince, & Zurbriggen, 2001). However, Herrenkohl et al. (2003) noted that retrospective as-
sessments of physical violence are most appropriate to use with adolescents. This is because 
the distance from childhood physical violence is enough to lessen the emotional pain that ac-
companies the retelling of the earlier traumatic events but is not so great as to reduce the accu-
racy of their recall. It also has to be noted that parenting practices must, to some degree, be 
defined as context-specific and dependent on the subjective view of the researcher/observer. 
Nevertheless, there are certain parenting practices that can be deemed harmful or good irrespec-
tive of cultural context or situation. Among the former clearly count abusive or violent parent-
ing practices, while attentive and nurturing behaviors can be universally characterized as good 
parenting practices. 
Related to the difficulty of drawing causal relationships between individual, family, and 
school risk factors and aggression is the fact that genetic factors and other unobserved covari-
ates (such as parents’ psychopathology or health risk behaviors, e.g., alcohol use) may simul-
taneously influence parenting and aggressive behavior of adolescents (Widom, DuMont, & 
Czaja, 2007). For example, it could be that shared genetic factors passed directly from parents 
to their children explain some of the observed associations between exposure to violence and 
aggression. As part of a genetical vulnerability for aggressive responses, parents’ mental health 
or conduct problems may also be related to both insufficient parenting practices and adolescent 
aggression. In addition, children’s genetically driven or behavioral characteristics may elicit 
certain parenting reactions. The problem of reverse causality describes the relationship of the 
presumed outcome variable Y (aggression) causing a change in X (e.g., harsh parenting) and not 
the other way round, so that the outcome causes the risk factor. For example, some parents may 
respond to child-to-parent violence with intensified disciplinary strategies, which may also in-
volve aggression toward the offspring. At least in the context of family violence, there is evi-
dence that such processes of inverse causality can be largely ruled out for adolescent samples. 
Lansford et al. (2011) found evidence for the reciprocal nature of the socialization process 
among children, but not for high-risk male adolescents. Using a longitudinal community sample 
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of 562 boys and girls from age 6 to 9, they found that high levels of parental physical discipline 
in a given year predicted high levels of externalizing behavior of children in the next year, and 
externalizing behavior in a given year predicted high levels of physical discipline in the next 
year. However, in a second study with 290 lower income, higher risk boys from age 10 to 15, 
the authors report that mother-reported physical discipline in a given year predicted child rat-
ings of antisocial behavior in the next year, but that child antisocial behavior in a given year did 
not predict parents’ use of physical discipline in the next year. Corroborating these findings, 
Sheehan and Watson (2008) used data from four waves of a longitudinal study. They found that 
child aggression at time 1 (child age 7 to 14) predicted parents’ physically and verbally aggres-
sive behavior toward the child at time 2 (child age 8–15), but not at older ages (11–18 or 12–
19). In contrast, parents’ physically and verbally aggressive behavior toward the child at each 
time point predicted child aggression at each subsequent time point (through child age 12–19). 
Oliver, Trzaskowski, and Plomin (2014) demonstrated for a large twin sample that both genetic 
heritability for negative aspects of parenting, and individual child characteristics negativity af-
fecting parenting play a role.               
 Accounting for the potentially erroneous step of drawing causal relations from family fac-
tors to aggression due to the simultaneous influence of genetic and environmental factors, Ball 
et al. (2008) found that genetic influences accounted for over two-thirds of individual differ-
ences in children’s victimization and for 61% of the variation in bullying. Selection bias may 
also occur because violent and nonviolent families systematically differ on numerous crimino-
genic risk and protective factors (Tomsich, 2015). Compared to children who grow up in vio-
lent-free households, children exposed to family violence tend to come from multiproblem fam-
ilies that suffer from economic disadvantage, parental psychopathology, prenatal substance ex-
posure, or disadvantaged communities or neighborhoods (Emery, 2011). Growing up under 
such conditions is associated with a higher likelihood to have behavioral problems anyway, 
even if children had not been exposed to violence. In sum, concurrent risk factors need to be 
disentangled from the specific effects of parent-to-child aggression, and should be controlled 
for in observational research.  
One methodology which allows to isolate the causal effects of parent-to-child aggression 
on later involvement in aggression from preexisting differences between victims and nonvic-
tims of childhood maltreatment are quasi‐experimental matching designs (e.g., Stuart, 2010). 
Widom’s (1989) ‘cycle of violence’- study represents an early application of quasi‐experi-
mental matching, with maltreated and control cases matched on covariates (age, race, sex, and 
social class) relevant to ‘selection’ into childhood maltreatment. Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) 
further proposed propensity score matching, a method of rebalancing systematic preexisting 
differences between ‘treatment’ (child maltreatment) and ‘control’ (non-maltreatment) groups 
based on observed covariates, so that observed covariate distributions randomly differ in each 
group. Jennings et al. (2014) and Jennings, Richards, Tomsich, Gover, and Powers (2013) ap-
plied propensity score matching to the linkage between childhood maltreatment and adult inti-
mate partner violence victimization or perpetration. The covariates included traumatic events 
in childhood, family of origin structure, impulsiveness, anti-social characteristics, and respond-
ent, family, or peer substance use. The results showed that the cycle of violence correlation may 
P a g e  | 61 
 
 
 
be largely spurious and mostly attributable to risk factors co‐occurring with childhood maltreat-
ment rather than to the maltreatment itself.             
 A third suggestion to overcome the problems of selection bias associated with correlational 
designs are fixed effects models (Allison, 2009) for longitudinal data. Such models have been 
most often employed in the economic literature, whereas only few studies from aggression or 
socialization research have used them (see e.g., Emery, 2011; Han & Grogan-Kaylor, 2013). 
Emery (2011) employed fixed-effects regression models based on data from 1816 primary care-
givers and their children who took part in the Project on Human Development in Chicago 
Neighborhoods (PHDCN) to analyze the relationship between exposure to intimate partner vi-
olence (IPV) and child behavior problems. She found that IPV was associated with significantly 
greater externalizing behavior of children. 
A further methodological issue concerns the definition of an event being traumatic or at 
least associated with increased strain in adolescents (Liebermann & Chu, 2016, p. 425). Partic-
ularly when speaking about the role of exposure to violence as a risk factor of aggression, one 
might ask the question at what point an experience becomes traumatic, and what makes a par-
ticular parenting practice harmful. Lansford et al. (2005) found that social normativeness of 
physical punishment moderates effects of parental victimization on aggressive responses or 
some children. These children experience spanking as a normal part of the disciplinary practices 
of their parents, while for other children physical punishments may be experienced as traumatic.  
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1.8 Presentation of the single contributions  
To gain a deeper understanding of the multi-domain risk factors of aggressive behavior toward 
parents, schoolteachers, and peers, the present work is made up of five individual contributions 
which take up the research gaps identified above. All contributions are quantitative- (Bergmann 
et al., 2019)empirical research articles based on large representative student surveys conducted 
in the federal state of Lower Saxony, Germany by the Criminological Research Institute of 
Lower Saxony (see Bergmann et al., 2017; Bergmann et al., 2019). In all surveys, data with 
high numbers of respondents were assessed and evaluated. Table 1 shows a list of the four 
contributions of this cumulative dissertations all of which have been subject to peer-review.  
Table 1. Overview of the Single Contributions. 
Chapter 
N° 
Title Co-Authors Journal IF* Status Year  
Accepted 
2 
Additive and interactive  
effects of victimization on  
adolescent aggression across 
social settings 
 
 
- 
Journal of 
Interper-
sonal Vio-
lence (JIV) 
 
 
3.064  
 
 
Published 
online 
May 5, 2019 
 
 
2019 
3 
Importation and deprivation 
factors influencing teacher-
targeted aggression among 
secondary school students in 
Germany: A multilevel anal-
ysis 
 
Dirk Baier,  
Marie Christine 
Bergmann, Tim 
Schneegans 
Aggressive 
Behavior 
 
 
 
 
2.548 
 
 
Published 
online  
January 30, 
2019 
 
 
2019 
4 
Associations between class-
room normative climate and 
the perpetration of teen da-
ting violence among second-
ary school students 
 
Marie Christine 
Bergmann, 
Yvonne Krieg, 
Sören Kliem 
Journal of 
Interper-
sonal Vio-
lence (JIV) 
 
 
 
3.064  
 
 
 
Accepted 
October 22, 
2019 
 
 
2019 
5 
Family relationships as risks 
and buffers in the link be-
tween parent-to-child physi-
cal violence and adolescent-
to-parent physical violence 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
Journal of 
Family  
Violence 
 
 
 
1.028 
 
 
Published 
online 
March 16, 2019 
 
 
2019 
6 
Exposure to family violence 
and adolescent aggression in 
multiple social contexts: 
Classroom social resources 
as moderators 
 
 
- 
Journal of 
Family  
Violence 
 
 
 
1.028 
 
 
Accepted 
September 14, 
2019 
 
 
2019 
* IF = Impact Factor. 
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1.9 Summary of main findings 
This chapter summarizes the main findings of the single contributions, which can be organized 
around two major sections representing the central research questions: 1) family- and school-
based risk factors of adolescent aggression and 2) interrelationships between risk factors and 
their interaction with protective factors. Overall, results show that adolescent aggression within 
major contexts of socialization is quite common among 9th graders. The most common type of 
aggression is aggression toward peers, followed by aggression toward parents and teacher-tar-
geted aggression. In general, verbal types of aggression are more frequently perpetrated than 
physical forms. This pattern is especially pertinent in the case for teacher-targeted aggression 
during the previous school term, where verbal aggression was perpetrated by every 6th to 9th 
student, while less than 1% physically aggressed against their schoolteachers.  
1) Family- and school-based risk factors of adolescent aggression 
With regard to the central risk factor of interest, that is, exposure to violence in several social-
ization contexts, results show that a) only a minority of youth experienced more severe physical 
forms of aggression in relevant socialization contexts. Exposure to verbal aggression was the 
most common type of violence exposure, especially in the context of peer relationships at 
school and romantic partnerships. In addition, b) effect sizes of violence exposure were mostly 
small to moderate across study results, controlling for potential social and contextual confound-
ing factors. This may indicate that the association between exposure to violence and aggression 
is to some extent spurious. However, even after control of relevant social and contextual risk 
factors, the results show that exposure to parental violence during childhood as well as to ag-
gression by school teachers and peers is associated with detectable increases in risks of adoles-
cent aggression toward major agents of socialization. 
- Exposure to physical and verbal aggression by parents, peers, and schoolteachers was 
uniquely associated with adolescent aggression within and across social settings (toward 
parents, schoolteachers, and school peers). This was the case after controlling for soci-
odemographic, individual and family factors associated with victimization and aggres-
sion. Generally, associations were highest within each type of social setting, which may 
indicate some context-specificity of victimization and violence, being most strongly re-
lated to aggression toward the same type of perpetrator. Positive correlations between 
violence exposures across social settings lend support for cascading consequences of 
early exposure to violence in the family: Earlier adverse conditions (childhood victimi-
zation by parents) were found to be correlated with later adverse experiences (victimi-
zation in secondary school by peers and schoolteachers in the last school term). This 
pattern of results demonstrates that adverse experiences in one domain or system level 
appear to influence another system or level over time in shaping aggressive behavior. 
 
- With regard to the adverse experience of direct and indirect exposure to family violence 
results showed that parent-to-child physical violence (prior to age 12) was directly re-
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lated to later (physical and verbal) aggression toward parents, (verbal) aggression to-
ward schoolteachers and (physical and verbal) aggression toward dating partners in the 
last 12 months. This pattern of results was observed after controlling for socio-demo-
graphic variables and risk-seeking. In contrast, witnessing intimate partner violence be-
tween parents in the last 12 months showed unique direct associations with adolescent-
to-parent physical aggression.  
- Concerning the multilevel etiology of (verbal and physical) teacher-targeted aggression, 
repeated victimization by teachers played an important explanatory role besides low 
school achievement and individual importation factors (low self-control, male gender, 
and exposure to severe parental violence). Furthermore, negative teacher-student-rela-
tionships on the school-level as well as repeating a year were positively associated with 
verbal teacher-targeted aggression. 
- School connectedness turned out to be a protective factor of adolescent aggression, since 
it was significantly and negatively related to aggression toward peers and verbal aggres-
sion toward schoolteachers. Furthermore, classroom social resources (that is, teacher 
control, teacher-student support and supportive student-student relationships) showed 
significant direct associations with adolescent aggression toward major agents of social-
ization: Against expectations, teacher control was linked with more frequent verbal ag-
gression toward dating partners, while teacher-student support was associated with 
lower verbal aggression toward parents, schoolteachers, and dating partners as well as 
with lower physical aggression toward dating partners. Supportive student-student rela-
tionships were associated with less frequent verbal aggression toward parents and dating 
partners as well as with less frequent physical aggression toward teachers. 
- Results further highlight the role of the wider peer context in shaping adolescent dating 
experiences and specifically point to the relevance of the classroom ecology for the so-
cialization of dating violence in adolescents. The normative climate within classrooms 
concerning dating aggression was significantly related to the perpetration of teen dating 
violence on the individual level: Higher rates of classroom-level TDV perpetration were 
positively related to individual TDV perpetration, controlling for a range of risk factors 
on the classroom level (proportion of students dependent on social welfare, proportion 
of students with migration background) and individual level (exposure to family vio-
lence, socio-demographic characteristics, TDV victimization, and peer- and school-re-
lated factors). This pattern of results was observable across all dimensions of TDV. 
- Family socioeconomic status (SES) and single-parent family were inconsistently related 
to adolescent aggression across the single studies. In one study, low family SES (as 
measured by at least one parent being currently unemployed or the family receiving 
social assistance) was unrelated to adolescent aggression under control of other cross-
domain risk factors, while in another study, social welfare dependence of the family was 
positively and significantly associated with verbal and physical aggression toward da-
ting partners. Single parent family status was unrelated to adolescent aggression in two 
studies with (a) aggression toward parents, schoolteachers, and school peers and (b) 
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dating violence as the dependent variables. This was observable while controlling for 
age, sex, ethnicity, social welfare dependence, school type, risk-seeking (as well as fam-
ily, peer and school factors in one study). In another study based on a subset of these 
respondents, however, single-parent household was significantly related to adolescent-
to-parent verbal aggression, controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, social welfare depend-
ence, school type, and risk-seeking.  
2) Interrelationships between risk factors and their interaction with protective factors 
- Besides considerable overlap in victimization across social relationships, the results re-
vealed significant interrelationships between victimization by parents, peers, and 
schoolteachers. There was partial evidence for the assumption that childhood victimi-
zation by parents is particularly likely to increase the adverse effects of violence expo-
sure in other social relationships: Students who were recently victimized by peers in the 
school context perpetrated more physical aggression toward parents within the last 12 
months if they were also exposed to earlier parent-to-child physical aggression. Further-
more, parent-to-child physical aggression exacerbated the positive relationship between 
teacher-to-adolescent physical aggression and adolescent-to-teacher physical aggres-
sion. In contrast, exposure to teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression diminished the 
positive link between peer-to-adolescent aggression and aggression toward peers. Find-
ings suggest that intervention should be particularly sensitive toward multiple exposure 
to violence across socialization contexts, as well as toward the interdependence of cross-
setting victimization.  
- The classroom social resources of teacher control and supportive student-student rela-
tionships moderated the relationship between family adversity (interparental violence) 
and aggression toward parents. Students exposed to more frequent IPV and perceiving 
higher-quality classroom resources (teacher control and supportive student-student re-
lationships) reported less aggression toward parents than at-risk students who perceived 
classroom resources as low. Thus, the school and the family are interlinked systems that 
affect adolescents’ aggression in a complementary fashion. 
- Both hazardous and beneficial family relationships alter the way childhood exposure to 
parental physical violence relates to adolescents’ physical aggression toward parents. 
Family cohesion buffered detrimental effects of parent-to-child physical violence on 
physical APV, while family conflict exacerbated this link. Specifically, parent-to-child 
physical violence had weaker effects on physical APV for students who reported greater 
levels of family cohesion, while stronger effects were observed for students who re-
ported greater levels of family conflict. Gender was not found to influence the strength 
of the moderating relationships.  
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2 Additive and interactive effects of victimization on adolescent aggres-
sion across social settings 
Published as: Beckmann, L. (2019). Additive and interactive effects of victimization on ado-
lescent aggression across social settings. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 886260519845716. 
doi: 10.1177/0886260519845716. 
Abstract 
Considering that children and adolescents can face multiple exposures to violence due to their 
involvement in different socialization domains, this study aimed to analyze additive and inter-
active effects of physical and verbal victimization by parents, peers, and schoolteachers on ad-
olescent aggression across social settings. With regard to parent–child and teacher–adolescent 
relationships, physical and verbal forms of aggression were differentiated, whereas aggression 
by and toward peers was assessed by a composite measure of overt and indirect aggression. 
Data were drawn from three large secondary school surveys of ninth-grade students within one 
federal German state conducted in the years 2013, 2015, and 2017. Based on a sample of 8,458 
adolescents (mean age = 14.9 years), results provided evidence for additive as well as interac-
tive effects of victimization across settings. Controlling for a range of risk factors associated 
with victimization and aggression, victimization by parents, peers, and teachers was uniquely 
related to adolescent aggression across social settings. In addition, three significant interaction 
effects were identified between different combinations of victimization: Students exposed to 
earlier parent-to-child physical aggression perpetrated more physical aggression toward parents 
within the last 12 months if they were also recently victimized by peers. Furthermore, parent-
to-child physical aggression exacerbated the positive relationship between teacher-to-adoles-
cent physical aggression and adolescent-to-teacher physical aggression. In contrast, exposure 
to teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression reduced the positive link between peer-to-adolescent 
aggression and aggression toward peers. Findings suggest that intervention should be particu-
larly sensitive toward multiple exposure to violence across socialization contexts, as well as 
toward the interdependence of cross-setting victimization. 
2.1 Introduction 
Exposure to violence (ETV) has been identified as a pervasive social problem in many societies 
across the globe that predicts serious maladjustment in adolescents, including aggression. Due 
to their involvement in multiple socialization domains, adolescents typically encounter various 
forms of ETV by different socializing agents (e.g., parents, peers, and schoolteachers) as they 
grow up. Such violence exposures include physical (e.g., being hit) and nonphysical (i.e., verbal 
and relational aggression, such as being called names, or having negative gossip spread about 
oneself) aggression (Archer & Coyne, 2005). In Germany, around 40% of adolescents report 
physical and verbal victimization by their parents during childhood (Bergmann, Baier, Rehbein, 
& Mößle, 2017), while prevalence of peer victimization in adolescence is estimated around 
26% to 30% (Due et al., 2005). Self-report estimates of teacher-to-adolescent victimization are 
available to a far lesser extent, mainly because abuse by teachers is not a phenomenon that is 
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commonly found in many Western societies. Available estimates from South Australia show, 
however, that verbal teacher-to-adolescent aggression is relatively common, with over 40% of 
adolescents (mean age = 15.2 years) being bullied or “picked on” by teachers (Delfabbro et al., 
2006).                     
 Compared to other age groups, adolescents are at particularly high risk of victimization 
(Finkelhor, Ormrod, Turner, & Hamby, 2005; Heinze, Stoddard, Aiyer, Eisman, & Zimmer-
man, 2017). This is because the developmental stage of adolescence is typically characterized 
by ambiguity and stress, and the increased demand for autonomy is likely to result in increased 
conflict with parents, peers, and schoolteachers (Blyth & Simmons, 2008; Cicchetti & Rogosch, 
2002). Although some adolescents only encounter direct victimization in a single setting (i.e., 
within the family), many others are polyvictimized, that is, exposed to several types of violence, 
or violence by different socializing agents either in the same time frame, or in the course of 
their lives (Finkelhor, Ormrod, & Turner, 2007; Obsuth, Mueller Johnson, Murray, Ribeaud, & 
Eisner, 2018). An important area of research that has been understudied pertains to the behav-
ioral correlates and consequences of victimization across multiple, rather than single contexts 
(Margolin, Vickerman, Oliver, & Gordis, 2010; Mrug, Loosier, & Windle, 2008). In particular, 
little is known about the relative importance of victimization by parents, peers, and school-
teachers for adolescent aggression, and whether being victimized in one type of relationship 
amplifies or attenuates effects of victimization in other social relationships (Foster & Brooks-
Gunn, 2009). Focusing on a single type of victimization may overestimate its importance and 
mask effects of other types of victimization an individual has experienced (Soler, Forns, Kirch-
ner, & Segura, 2015).                
 From a theoretical point of view, investigating victimization by multiple socializing agents 
has the potential of providing more insight into some of the mechanisms through which victim-
ization affects aggression among adolescents (Mrug & Windle, 2010). An ecological perspec-
tive on child development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) posits that risk and protective factors from 
multiple social settings interact in their effects on adolescents’ behavior. Transactional devel-
opmental theories, for example, developmental cascade models (Dodge, Greenberg, & Malone, 
2008; Masten et al., 2005), additionally theorize that a sequence of risk factors across different 
ecological domains contribute to the onset and progression of aggressive behavior. Such models 
stipulate developmental pathways by which early risk factors (e.g., parent-to-child aggression) 
increase the likelihood that adolescents are later victimized in other contexts, and will develop 
high-risk pathways toward antisocial behavior. A range of studies have demonstrated that ad-
verse childhood experiences, including verbal and physical abuse by parents, increase the risk 
of subsequent violence perpetration and victimization, for example, in the school setting (For-
ster, Gower, McMorris, & Borowsky, 2017).           
 Consistent with an ecological perspective on aggression, a number of demographic, behav-
ioral, and socioenvironmental factors have been shown to influence both victimization and ag-
gressive conduct among adolescents. Although male gender has been frequently linked with 
increased overt aggression in general (Karriker-Jaffe, Foshee, Ennett, & Suchindran, 2008), 
evidence on whether there are gender differences in the perpetration of indirect aggression is 
mixed (Smith, Rose, & Schwartz-Mette, 2009). Although some studies report slightly higher 
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rates of indirect aggression in females (Archer, 2004), others do not establish any sex differ-
ences (Lansford et al., 2012). Results also seem to depend on the type of aggression studied. 
For example, while some researchers report significantly higher perpetration rates of overt ag-
gression toward peers for boys compared with girls (e.g., Chapell et al., 2006; Prinstein, 
Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001), others document equivalent rates of physical adolescent-to-par-
ent aggression, but higher rates of verbal adolescent-to-parent aggression among girls (Gámez-
Guadix & Calvete, 2012).               
 Some studies have also demonstrated that poverty and economic disadvantage are associ-
ated with both greater risk of ETV (Lefebvre, Fallon, van Wert, & Filippelli, 2017), and higher 
rates of aggression in adolescents (Greitemeyer & Sagioglou, 2016). Research has also shown 
that aggression and victimization disproportionally occur within single-parent families (Ibabe 
& Jaureguizar, 2010; Turner, Finkelhor, Shattuck, & Hamby, 2015), as well as in lower level 
schools (Rabold & Baier, 2011). Given the relevance of migration background as a risk factor 
for both violence perpetration and victimization (Baier & Pfeiffer, 2010), gaining more insight 
into potential differences in the victimization-aggression-nexus in relation to ethnic background 
is warranted. Self-report surveys among adolescents in Germany indicate that migration back-
ground constitutes an important risk factor for physical aggression (Windzio & Baier, 2009; 
Rabold & Baier, 2011), although not in the context of adolescent-to-parent aggression (Beck-
mann, Bergmann, Fischer, & Mößle, 2017). In addition, it has been found that students with 
non-German background are more often victims of parental violence (Weiss, Link, & 
Stemmler, 2015).                 
 Concerning behavioral and environmental factors, risk-seeking as part of the concept of 
low self-control by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) has been related to both victimization 
(Frizzo, Bisol, & Lara, 2013) and increased aggression (Agnew et al., 2011). Furthermore, de-
viant peer affiliation and a low level of school connectedness are important correlates of exter-
nalizing behavior (Mrug et al., 2008; Mrug, Hoza, & Bukowski, 2004; Ozer, 2005) and violence 
exposure (Zhu et al., 2017). Finally, family functioning may affect the risk of both victimization 
and aggression. For example, Gorman-Smith, Henry, and Tolan (2004) found among a male 
sample of 263 African American and Latino urban youth that those exposed to high levels of 
community violence, but living in well-functioning families perpetrated less violence than sim-
ilarly exposed youth from less well-functioning families. Ellonen, Kääriäinen, Sariola, Helweg-
Larsen, and Bøving Larsen (2011) found that experiencing parental violence was correlated 
with a number of family associated factors, including little confidentiality within parent–child 
relationships. 
2.2 Victimization and Adolescent Aggression Across Social Settings 
Most investigations treat victimization by parents (Gershoff, 2002, 2010; Maas, Herrenkohl, & 
Sousa, 2008; Yexley, Borowsky, & Ireland, 2002), peers (Duggins, Kuperminc, Henrich, 
Smalls-Glover, & Perilla, 2016; Estevez, Jimenez, Moreno, & Musitu, 2013; Sullivan, Farrell, 
& Kliewer, 2006), and schoolteachers (Byongook & Morash, 2004; Karatzias, Power, & Swan-
son, 2002) as largely isolated from each other. In contrast, limited evidence exists on how ag-
gressive outcomes are shaped by multiple and cross-setting ETV (Calvete & Orue, 2011; 
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Heinze et al., 2017; Margolin et al., 2009; Mrug et al., 2008; Mrug & Windle, 2010). Although 
some studies have linked setting- and type-specific victimization to setting-specific aggression 
(see, for example, Douglas & Lyon, 1999 and Karatzias et al., 2002 for teacher victimization; 
Beckmann et al., 2017 and Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012 for parental victimization, and Hal-
tigan and Vaillancourt, 2014 for peer victimization), there is scant evidence on how different 
types of victimization relate to aggression in different settings.       
 Given that a safe home environment is particularly crucial in ensuring healthy emotional 
and behavioral development (Sternberg, Baradaran, Abbott, Lamb, & Guterman, 2006), en-
countering victimization within parent–child relationships may be of particular relevance for 
perpetrating aggression, compared with victimization in other social relationships. Consistent 
with an ecological theory of development, encountering violence in one type of relationship 
may further alter the impact of violence encountered in another (Cicchetti & Lynch, 1993). As 
parent-to-child victimization can severely hinder the development of a sense of security in chil-
dren by depriving them of a safe environment, childhood exposure to parental aggression may 
particularly increase later adverse outcomes due to violence exposure in other social settings, 
for example, within peer and teacher relationships (Mrug et al., 2008). In other words, a process 
of exacerbation may occur, referring to a stronger sensitization of adolescents in the face of 
multiple types of victimization. Alternatively, one type of victimization may diminish detri-
mental effects of another, for example, through the process of desensitization (Bartholow, 
Bushman, & Sestir, 2006). In particular, desensitization to the effects of violence may take 
place because victimization can model aggressive behavior as an acceptable and habitual way 
of handling conflicts with others and achieving one’s goals (Black, Sussman, & Unger, 2010).
 Two studies that analyzed additive and interactive effects of violent victimization in the 
home and school found that victimization in the home, but not in school, was related to subse-
quent aggression among early adolescents, after controlling for initial levels of externalizing 
problems and demographic covariates (Mrug et al., 2008; Mrug & Windle, 2010). Both studies 
found no interaction whatsoever concerning effects of different combinations of violence ex-
posure on aggression. Prior research is, however, affected by the following shortcomings: First, 
the influence of different socializing agents that may perpetrate aggression is generally not 
specified. This disregards the potentially different role that victimization by parents, peers, and 
schoolteachers may play in influencing aggressive conduct, and leaves unknown whether a 
more distinctive examination of cross-domain victimization provides a more adequate explana-
tion of adolescent aggression. Second, Mrug et al. (2008) combine witnessing and actual ETV 
as a measure of victimization, which renders any discerned statements about the importance of 
direct ETV difficult. A third limitation concerns the generalization of results to other contexts 
and age groups, with the sample from Mrug et al.’s studies being drawn from students at the 
beginning of the fifth grade, within a Birmingham metropolitan area, with the large majority of 
74% African American students and 24% Caucasian students. To be able to generalize findings, 
similar studies need to be carried out for older adolescents and within samples of a different 
ethnic composition. 
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2.3 The Current Study 
Controlling for a variety of risk factors associated with both victimization and aggression, the 
present study examined additive and interactive effects of physical and verbal victimization by 
parents, peers, and schoolteachers on adolescent aggression across social settings. In doing so, 
it sought to address the question of how different violence exposures were interrelated. Alt-
hough the importance of parents, peers, and teachers varies as a function of child development 
(e.g., Miller-Johnson & Costanzo, 2004), all three represent major socializing agents during 
mid-adolescence. To overcome the shortcomings mentioned above, the present study addresses 
the following research questions: 
Research Question 1: How is ETV by parents, peers, and schoolteachers related to ado-
lescent aggression across social settings? 
Research Question 2: How is ETV by parents, peers, and schoolteachers interrelated, that 
is, does encountering aggression in one particular type of relationship modify the impact of 
aggression encountered in another? 
Assessing the relative importance of aggression by parents, peers, and schoolteachers better 
informs interventions and creates a more complete picture of how various violence exposures 
affect aggressive conduct toward different socializing agents. Two main hypotheses were 
tested: 
Hypothesis 1 (H1): ETV by parents, peers, and schoolteachers is each uniquely associated 
with higher aggression in adolescents across social settings. 
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Victimization within each type of social relationship, particularly 
within parent–child relationships, exacerbates the effects of victimization in other social 
relationships. 
2.4 Method 
2.4.1 Data and Participants 
The study is based on three cross-sectional self-report school surveys on ninth-grade students’ 
delinquent and aggressive behavior and its correlates, conducted in one federal German state in 
the school years 2012-2013, 2014-2015, and 2016-2017. All three surveys were authorized by 
the state school authorities of Lower Saxony and adhered to agreed-upon ethical standards, 
including informed consent of the study by school principals, parents, and adolescents, ano-
nymity concerning data generation and processing, as well as confidentiality of the research 
team in all phases of the project. Sampling was done based on a list requested from the Federal 
State Statistical Office, which contained all school classes in the ninth grade in the respective 
school year in Lower Saxony. A stratified sampling procedure was employed, in which school 
classes from all types of general education including special schools with a focus on learning 
were randomly selected, so that they represented the actual distribution of students in different 
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school types within Lower Saxony. Before carrying out the survey, school principals were con-
tacted in the form of a letter informing about the content and scope of the study. If these gave 
their consent, parents were informed by a written letter prior to the survey, in which they could 
agree to their child’s participation. Parents could also decline participation of their child. Stu-
dents also had the right to refuse participation, or the answering of single items. They filled out 
written questionnaires anonymously and voluntarily in their school class in the presence of a 
teacher and an instructed test leader (about 90 min). The voluntary nature of participation and 
right to discontinue at any point without penalty were emphasized to all participants. All 
measures were deemed suitable for migrant students and students in lower school tracks in 
terms of language, as item formulations were easy to understand and culture-unspecific. 
 In total, more than 10,000 school classes took part in the study across the three surveys, 
corresponding to 29,088 students. As the questionnaire covered a full range of topics relating 
to deviant and aggressive behavior and its determinants, it was modularized in a way that one 
third of all participants were randomly chosen to complete the module on adolescent-to-parent 
violence. This limits the analysis sample to 9,375 respondents. After removing all observations 
with missing values on any of the study variables, the sample size was reduced to 8,458 re-
spondents (within 1,407 school classes). Excluded observations did not substantially differ from 
the analysis sample on all dependent variables, except adolescent-to-teacher aggression, where 
the excluded cases scored slightly higher. Participants in the analysis sample were aged between 
13 years and 19 years (M = 14.9, SD = .71), 48.6% were male, and 24.8% of all respondents 
had a migration background (4.3% Turkish, 10.7% former Soviet Union/Eastern European, 
9.8% other). 10.1% of respondents or their families depended on social welfare, and 17.6% 
lived in single-parent households (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Range of Study Variables. 
Variable % Mean SD Range 
Dependent variables      
   Adolescent-to-parent physical aggressiona   5.2   0 1 
   Adolescent-to-parent verbal aggressiona 43.6   0 1 
   Adolescent-to-peer aggressionb 52.1   0 1 
   Adolescent-to-teacher physical aggressionb   .70   0 1 
   Adolescent-to-teacher verbal aggressionb 15.6   0 1 
Independent variables    0 1 
   Parent-to-child physical aggressionc 43.8   0 1 
   Parent-to-child verbal aggressionc 42.5   0 1 
   Peer-to-adolescent aggressionb 53.4   0 1 
   Teacher-to-adolescent physical aggressionb   1.3   0 1 
   Teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggressionb 32.0   0 1 
Control variables       
  Gender (1=male) 48.6     
  Age  14.9 .71   
  School type    0 1 
     Low   5.3   0 1 
     Medium 59.8     
     High 35.0     
 Ethnicity       
     German 75.2     
     Turkish  4.3   0 1 
     Former Soviet Union/Eastern European 10.7   0 1 
     Other  9.8     
  Social welfare dependence 10.1   0 1 
  Single-parent household 17.6   0 1 
  Risk-seeking   2.15   .78 1 4 
  School connectedness  2.66   .59 1 4 
  Deviant peer affiliation  2.49 1.46 1 6 
  Parental warmth  4.06  .74 1 5 
  Year of interview      
      2013 33.2   0 1 
      2015 37.1   0 1 
      2017 29.8   0 1 
Note. n = 8,458; data are unweighted. aDuring the past 12 months. bDuring the past school 
term. cPrior to the age of 12 years. 
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2.4.2 Measurement 
Dependent variables 
Adolescent-to-parent aggression. Adolescent-to-parent aggression was measured by a 
short and adapted German version of the Conflict Tactics Scale I (CTS, Straus, 1979) that in-
cluded four different items on physical and verbal acts of violence toward parents during the 
last 12 months. Answers were given separately for mothers and fathers on a 5-point scale (from 
1 never to 5 more than 10 times). Physical aggression was measured by asking how often ado-
lescents had “pushed, grabbed or shoved” their mother and father, and how often they “hit [her 
or him] with their fist or kicked [her or him]” (r = .55, Cronbach’s  = .68). Items on verbal 
aggression measured how often respondents “insulted or swore at” their mother and father, and 
how often they “verbally threatened” her and him (r = .53, Cronbach’s  = .77). To construct 
the two variables on adolescent-to-parent physical and verbal aggression, the highest value of 
all items belonging to one form of aggression was taken across both parents and then combined 
to mean scales. These scales were then dichotomized (0 = no aggression toward parents; 1 = 
at least one aggressive act toward parents). 
Adolescent-to-peer aggression. This variable was built based on six items measuring the 
frequency of overt and indirect aggression toward peers in the past school term. Students were 
asked to report how often they had “hit or kicked another student,” “teased another student,” 
“deliberately broke belongings from another student,” “blackmailed another student,” “asked 
[their] friends to exclude another student,” and “intentionally ignored another student and 
treated him or her as if he or she wasn’t there.” Students were asked to rate each item on a 6-
point scale (from 1 never to 6 several times a week). Exploratory factor analysis (see, for ex-
ample, Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999) using the iterated principal-factor 
method revealed that all items loaded on a common factor (all factor loadings ≥ .40). This 
measure had a barely acceptable internal consistency with Cronbach’s  = .60. The final vari-
able was built by dichotomizing the mean scale, so that students who showed no aggression 
were differentiated from those who had perpetrated any form of aggression toward peers in at 
least one instance. 
Adolescent-to-teacher aggression. Physical aggression toward teachers was measured by 
one item asking how often students “hit a teacher” within the past school term, while verbal 
aggression was assessed via the two items “I was really mean to a teacher,” and “I ridiculed a 
teacher in front of other students,” (r = .57, Cronbach’s  = .72). All items were rated on a 6-
point scale (from 1 never to 6 several times a week). As endorsement rates were rather low, 
both measures were dichotomized so that students were identified as perpetrators of teacher-
targeted aggression if they reported having perpetrated physical or verbal aggression toward 
their teacher in at least one instance.  
Independent variables 
Parent-to-child aggression. Based on a retrospective and short German version of the CTS 
(Straus, 1979), adolescents reported the frequency with which their mother and/or father used 
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physical and verbal aggression against them before the age of 12 years. Physical aggression 
was measured by six items, that is, how often adolescents were “slapped or spanked,” “pushed, 
grabbed or shoved,” “thrown something at,” “hit with something,” “hit with a fist or kicked,” 
or “beaten up” by their mother and/or father (Cronbach’s  = .84). Answers were given on a 6-
point scale (from 1 never to 6 several times a week). First, a new variable based on the highest 
value given across both parents was constructed for each item. Then, a mean scale of parent-
to-child physical victimization was constructed. Verbal aggression was measured by two items 
assessing how often respondents were called “silly, ugly, fat or other things like that” by their 
parents, and how often parents said “other hurtful or insulting things” to them (Cronbach’s  = 
.79). Items were measured on a 5-point scale (from 1 never to 5 very often). Again, a new 
variable based on the highest value given across both parents was constructed for each item as 
a first step. Then, a mean scale of parent-to-child verbal victimization was built, which was then 
dichotomized (0 = no exposure to parent-to-child aggression; 1 = exposure to parent-to-child 
aggression at least once).                 
Peer-to-adolescent aggression. This scale was measured by five different items on self-
reported frequency of overt and indirect aggression by school peers, referring to the previous 
school term (“I was hit or kicked by another student,” “Another student teased me,” “Another 
student deliberately broke my belongings,” “I was excluded from joint activities with other 
students,” and “Another student intentionally ignored me and treated me as if I wasn’t there”; 
Cronbach’s  = .69). All items were measured on a 6-point scale (from 1 never to 6 several 
times a week). Iterated principal factor analysis supported a common underlying factor for all 
items (all factor loadings ≥ .42). To build the variable, the mean scale was dichotomized (0 = 
no exposure to peer-to-adolescent aggression; 1 = exposure to peer-to-adolescent aggression at 
least once). 
Teacher-to-adolescent aggression. Adolescents were asked to report the frequency of 
physical (“A teacher hit me”) and verbal (“A teacher was really mean to me,” and “A teacher 
ridiculed me in front of other students,” r = .74, Cronbach’s  = .75) victimization by teachers, 
referring to the previous school term. Items were rated on a 6-point scale (from 1 never to 6 
several times a week). Due to low endorsement rates, both measures were again dichotomized 
so that students were identified as victims of teacher-targeted aggression if they reported having 
experienced physical or verbal aggression in at least one instance. 
Control variables 
Demographic control variables included gender (0 = female, 1 = male), age, family structure (0 
= two parent-household, 1 = single-parent household), state welfare dependence (0 = no, 1 = 
yes), school type (1 = low [lower secondary school, i.e., Hauptschule],” 2 = medium [interme-
diate secondary school, i.e., Realschule, and integrated secondary schools, i.e., Gesamtschule, 
Oberschule, integrated Hauptschule and Realschule], 3 = high [upper secondary school, i.e., 
Gymnasium]), and a categorical variable on ethnicity, containing the two largest migrant groups 
in Lower Saxony (0 = German, 1 = Turkish, 2 = Former Soviet Union/Eastern European, 3 = 
Other), with “German” serving as the contrast category. Respondents were considered to have 
a migration background if they or their parents had a citizenship other than German or if they 
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or their parents were born in a country other than Germany. Risk-seeking was measured by four 
items adopted from Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, and Arneklev’s (1993) self-control scale (“I like 
to test my limits by doing something dangerous,” “I sometimes like to do things which could 
endanger myself,” “I like to take a risk, just because it’s fun,” “Excitement and adventure are 
more important to me than safety,” Cronbach’s  = .87) assessed on a 4-point scale (from 1 
disagree to 4 strongly agree).              
 School connectedness consisted of six items from two subscales measuring the constructs 
of students’ attitudes toward school, and the extent to which there was a feeling of togetherness 
within their school class (“I like going to school,” “I really like it at my school,” “We stick 
together in my class,” “if a classmate is in a bad way, we’ll take care of him,” “In case of 
dispute, we try to solve problems together,” and “I have great faith in my classmates,” 
Cronbach’s  = .77). Both were assessed on a 4-point scale (from 1 disagree to 4 strongly 
agree).                     
 The affiliation with deviant peers index consisted of six items that assessed the number of 
friends who were involved in delinquent and deviant activities in the last 12 months, including 
shoplifting, truancy, robbery, vandalism, drug sale, and physical assault (from 1 none to 6 more 
than 10 friends, Cronbach’s  = .80). As an indicator of the quality of the parent–child relation-
ship, parental warmth was measured retrospectively via six items on the quality of parent–child 
relationship when adolescents were below the age of 12 years. Item formulations were (My 
mother/father) “praised me, if I did something well,” “really looked after me,” “comforted me 
when I was sad,” “calmed me when I was scared,” “hugged me,” and “spent time with me doing 
activities” (Cronbach’s  = .89). All items were measured on a 5-point scale (from 1 never to 
5 very often). First, a new variable was constructed for each of the six items based on the mean 
score given across both parents. Then, a mean scale of parental warmth was constructed. 
2.5 Results 
The most common type of adolescent-perpetrated aggression was aggression toward peers 
(52.1%), followed by verbal aggression toward parents (43.6%). Prevalence of adolescent-to-
parent physical aggression was 5.2%, whereas teacher-targeted aggression during the previous 
school term was 15.6% for verbal aggression and less than 1% for physical aggression. Overall, 
adolescents reported the highest rates of victimization within peer relations (53.4%), followed 
by parent-to-child physical (43.8%) and verbal (42.5%) victimization. 32.0% were exposed to 
verbal aggression by teachers in the previous school term. 
Zero-Order Correlations 
Table 2 reports Spearman correlations between the central dependent and independent varia-
bles. Spearman correlations were chosen because none of the aggression variables was normally 
distributed (Shapiro–Wilk test all: p < .001). All types of violence exposure were positively 
correlated and of substantial size, except for the correlations between teacher-to-adolescent 
physical aggression and aggression by parents as well as peers. The highest cross-context cor-
relation in terms of violence exposure was found between teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggres-
sion and peer-to-adolescent aggression (r = .278, p < .001), followed by parent-to-child verbal 
P a g e  | 122 
 
 
 
aggression and peer-to-adolescent aggression (r = .243, p < .001). Adolescent aggression across 
social contexts was also positively correlated, with cross-context correlations ranging from r = 
.066 (p < .001) to .354 (p < .001). Particularly strong correlations appeared between adolescent-
to-teacher verbal aggression and adolescent-to-peer aggression. 
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Table 2. Spearman Correlations Between Study Variables. 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
          
1. Adolescent-to-parent physical aggression  
        
 
2. Adolescent-to-parent verbal aggression .294***         
(.000)         
3. Adolescent-to-peer aggression .139*** .232***   
     
(.000) (.000)   
4. Adolescent-to-teacher physical aggression .066*** .008 .108***  
     
(.000) (.456) (.000)  
5. Adolescent-to-teacher verbal aggression .118*** .143*** .354*** .175***  
    
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)  
6. Parent-to-child physical aggression .199*** .262*** .202*** .060*** .153***  
   
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)  
7. Parent-to-child verbal aggression .153*** .261*** .179*** .050*** .125*** .443*** 
   
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) 
8. Peer-to-adolescent aggression .115*** .195*** .355*** .030** .126*** .204*** .243*** 
  
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.006) (.000) (.000) (.000) 
9. Teacher-to-adolescent physical aggression .050*** -.008 .058*** .306*** .093*** .033** .027* .064*** 
 
(.000) (.440) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.003) (.015) (.000) 
10. Teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression .113*** .176*** 226*** .063*** .284*** .172*** .196*** .278*** .107*** 
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) 
p-values are depicted below in parentheses ; n = 8,458; df = 8,456; data are unweighted. 
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Results From Multilevel Hierarchical Regression 
A set of multilevel hierarchical linear regressions was conducted using Stata 14.2. Multilevel 
models with robust standard errors were employed to account for the clustered data structure of 
students nested within classrooms (Snijders & Bosker, 2012). As we conducted a set of multiple 
analyses on the same dependent variables, the chance of committing a Type I error increases, 
that is, the likelihood of detecting significant results just by chance (Streiner & Norman, 2011). 
To avoid inflated likelihood of error, a Bonferroni correction was applied, using an adjusted p 
value to test for significance. This procedure was applied only in Step 1 and Step 2a, while we 
kept to an uncorrected p value for identifying interaction effects. However, due to heteroske-
dastic error terms in linear probability models (Mood, 2010), we set the level of significance to 
a more conservative level for identifying interaction effects (p < .01).      
 As a first step, all control variables were entered (Step 1). A following set of analyses ex-
amined additive (Step 2a) and interactive effects (Step 2b) of aggression by parents, peers, and 
schoolteachers. Each interaction was modeled separately, to reduce complexity of the models 
and ease the interpretation of results. In case there were significant interactions, these were 
plotted graphically using simple slopes. Table 3 reports the results for the relationship between 
victimization and adolescent aggression across settings. Relationships between adolescent ag-
gression and the included control variables were as expected, although not every relationship 
was statistically significant: Male gender was positively related to aggression across settings, 
although it was unrelated to physical aggression toward parents, and negatively linked with 
adolescent-to-parent verbal aggression. Adolescent-to-parent verbal aggression was perpetrated 
less in low- and medium-school types, and migration background showed significant associa-
tions with adolescent-to-parent verbal aggression only; being of non-German ethnic back-
ground decreased perpetration of aggression toward parents. Risk-seeking and deviant peer af-
filiation were consistently and positively related to all outcome variables (except for adolescent-
to-teacher physical aggression in the case of risk-seeking), while parental warmth was nega-
tively related to aggression, though not in the model on adolescent-to-teacher physical aggres-
sion. School connectedness showed negative associations with aggression across toward peers 
and verbal aggression toward teachers. Finally, aggression toward parents and peers was less 
often reported in 2015 and 2017, compared to 2013.         
 Concerning additive effects (Step 2a), parent-to-child physical aggression (PaCP) and 
teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression (TeAV) were uniquely related to aggression for four of 
the five outcome variables (adolescent-to-parent physical and verbal aggression, adolescent-to-
peer aggression, and adolescent-to-teacher verbal aggression) over and above the influence of 
the control variables and other types of aggression. Parent-to-child verbal aggression and peer-
to-adolescent aggression were related to aggression toward parents and peers only, whereas 
physical aggression by teachers was linked with more physical aggression toward teachers. 
Furthermore, three significant interactions were identified (Step 2b): Peer-to-adolescent aggres-
sion (PeA) increased the relationship between parent-to-child physical victimization (PaCP) 
and physical aggression toward parents (b = .029, p = .003). Furthermore, parent-to-child phys-
ical aggression (PaCP) exacerbated the relationship between teacher-to-adolescent physical ag-
gression (TeAP) and adolescent-to-teacher physical aggression (b = .201, p =.008). In contrast, 
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the positive relationship between peer-to-adolescent aggression (PeA) and aggression toward 
peers was somewhat mitigated in the context of teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression (TeAV; 
b = -.063, p = .007).
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Table 3. Multilevel Linear Regressions Predicting Adolescent Aggression Across Social Settings. 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 
 
Adolescent-to-parent 
physical aggression 
Adolescent-to-parent 
verbal aggression 
Adolescent-to-peer  
aggression 
Adolescent-to-teacher 
physical aggression 
Adolescent-to-teacher 
verbal aggression 
Variables b p-value b p-value b p-value b p-value b p-value 
Step 1 – Controls            
Gender (1 = male)  .004 (.478) -.158* (.000)   .040* (.000)   .005* (.002)   .068* (.000) 
Age  -.001 (.823) -.007 (.384) -.012 (.108) .005 (.008) .011 (.049) 
School type (Ref.: High)           
   Low  .029 (.039) -.109* (.000) -.007 (.751) .013 (.073) -.014 (.815) 
   Medium -.001 (.767) -.077* (.000) -.020 (.084) .002 (.100) .004 (.038) 
Ethnicity (Ref.: German)           
   Turkish -.028 (.005) -.159* (.000) -.018 (.476) .008 (.249) -.011 (.559) 
   Former SU/Eastern European -.005 (.498) -.114* (.000)  .022 (.197) .004 (.234) -.001 (.944) 
   Other  .002 (.836) -.064* (.001)  .000 (.989) .004 (.274)  .018 (.203) 
 Social welfare dependence  .005 (.633)   -.008 (.667) -.006 (.751) .006 (.161)  .011 (.451) 
 Single-parent household -.009 (.166)  .019 (.182)  .010 (.500) .001 (.673)  .010 (.338) 
 Risk-seeking   .021* (.000)   .052* (.000)   .080* (.000) .004 (.006)  .069* (.000) 
 School connectedness -.001 (.766) -.018 (.055)  -.078* (.000)   -.001 (.536) -.039* (.000) 
 Deviant peer affiliation   .010* (.000)   .032* (.000)   .055* (.000)   .004* (.000) .038* (.000) 
 Parental warmth -.032* (.000) -.081* (.000)  -.026* (.001)   -.001 (.714) -.020* (.001) 
 Year of interview (Ref.: 2013)           
    2015 -.022* (.000) -.044* (.001) -.082* (.000) -.001 (.607)  -.021 (.020) 
    2017  -.018 (.007) -.096* (.000) -.136* (.000) -.001 (.707)  -.004 (.686) 
R²   .032     .076   .095    .020    .100  
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(continued)           
Step 2a – Additive effects            
Parent-to-child physical aggression (PaCP)  .046* (.000) .148* (.000) .053* (.000)   .003 (.121)   .035*  (.000) 
Parent-to-child verbal aggression (PaCV)  .020* (.000) .115* (.000) .048* (.000)   .001 (.726)    .014  (.110) 
Peer-to-adolescent aggression (PeA)  .022* (.000) .079* (.000) .277* (.000)  -.001 (.547)    .018  (.018) 
Teacher-to-adolescent physical aggression (TeAP)  .056 (.096)  -.100 (.019)   -.064 (.139)   .214* (.000)    .112  (.015) 
Teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression (TeAV)  .024* (.000) .076* (.000)     .078* (.000)   .001 (.541)    .155*  (.000) 
R²  .056    .136     .194   .104     .147  
Step 2b – Cross-setting interactive effects           
PaCP x PeA   .029* (.003)  -.020 (.345)   -.024 (.231)  -.002 (.635) .009  (.539) 
PaCP x TeAV   .014 (.247)  -.024 (.276)    .012 (.551)   .006 (.148) .042  (.024) 
TeAP x PaCP   .059 (.352)   .057 (.485)    .077 (.371)   .201* (.008) .129  (.146) 
PeA x PaCV   .013 (.202)  -.018 (.421)   -.009 (.651)  -.002 (.588) -.004  (.789)  
PaCV x TeAV   .025 (.031)  -.008 (.735)   -.015 (.481)   .007 (.104)  .030  (.110) 
PaCV x TeAP   .020 (.762)   .149 (.073)   -.057 (.525)   .045 (.559) .077  (.388) 
PeA x TeAP    .000 (.999)   .009 (.920)   -.146 (.129)   .003 (.969) -.114  (.256) 
PeA x TeAV   .018 (.111)  -.009 (.695)   -.063* (.007)   .003 (.452)  .041  (.037) 
N 8,458  8,458  8,458  8,458  8,458  
*p < .05 with Bonferroni correction for multiple tests in Step 1 and 2a; p < .01 in Step 2b; df (Step 1) = 8,442; df (Step 2a) = 8,437; df (Step 2b) = 8,439; R² calculated based on the Stata com-
mand mltrsq following Snijders & Bosker (1999, 1994); robust standard errors were employed; data are unweighted. 
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The three significant interaction terms were also plotted graphically (Figure 1a-1c), depicting 
the respective regression slopes at nonexposure (0) and exposure (1) to victimization in the 
respective settings. Figure 1a shows that students exposed to parent-to-child physical aggres-
sion showed lower rates of adolescent-to-parent physical aggression if they reported no peer 
victimization, but a higher rate, if peer victimization was also present. In contrast, teacher-to-
adolescent verbal victimization somewhat reduced the positive relationship between peer vic-
timization and adolescent-to-peer aggression, as can be seen from the slightly less decreasing 
upper slope representing teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression under exposure to peer-to-
adolescent aggression (Figure 1b). Finally, Figure 1c shows an exacerbating effect of parent-
to-adolescent physical victimization on the relationship between teacher-to-adolescent physical 
victimization and adolescent-to-teacher physical aggression. 
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Figure 1. (1a-1c) Simple Slopes Representing the Relationship Between Different Combina-
tions of Violence Exposure and Self-Reported Aggression. 
Note. PeA = peer-to-adolescent aggression; TeAV = teacher-to-adolescent verbal aggression; PaCP = 
parent-to-child physical aggression. 
2.6 Discussion 
This study examined additive and interactive effects of ETV across multiple social settings on 
adolescent aggression within different types of relationships. Despite abundant literature on the 
impact of victimization in the school setting (e.g., Hoglund & Leadbeater, 2007), little research 
has hitherto addressed the role of both peer and teacher victimization for adolescent aggression. 
This is a significant shortcoming given the high prevalence rate of teacher-to-adolescent vic-
timization in some countries, and findings of its positive association with aggression (Byongook 
& Morash, 2004; Delfabbro et al., 2006). Analyses revealed significant interrelations between 
victimization by parents, peers, and schoolteachers, showing considerable overlap in victimi-
zation across social relationships. Victimization across social settings was also related to de-
mographics, as well as behavioral and social–environmental factors. In line with H1, unique 
associations were identified between victimization by parents, peers, and schoolteachers and 
aggressive conduct across social settings. Evidence was also found for H2 with respect to some 
combinations of victimization and aggression. There was also partial evidence for the assump-
tion that victimization by parents is particularly likely to increase the adverse effects of violence 
exposure in other relationships: Parent-to-child physical aggression exacerbated the positive 
relationship between teacher-to-adolescent physical aggression and adolescent-to-teacher phys-
ical aggression.                   
 The positive associations between victimization and aggression corroborate prior research 
stating that aggressive behavior develops via the modeling of aggressive conduct as a legitimate 
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way of conflict-resolution and asserting one’s goals (Black, Sussman, & Unger, 2010). Gener-
ally, associations were highest within each type of social setting. This may indicate some con-
text-specificity of victimization, being most strongly related to aggression toward the same type 
of perpetrator. Such an interpretation would also support prior findings on the bidirectionality 
of violence (Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012; Haltigan & Vaillancourt, 2014; Karatzias et al., 
2002). As an alternative explanation, the here identified setting-specificity of effects may 
simply be a reflection of conflict between adolescents and different socializing agents, for 
which reason results should be interpreted with caution. The finding that teacher-to-adolescent 
verbal aggression buffered the positive link between peer-to-adolescent aggression and aggres-
sion toward peers suggests a desensitization to the behavioral correlates of peer victimization. 
This result can be integrated into a rather heterogeneous set of findings, with some authors 
documenting no attenuating effects of violence exposure across settings, and others establishing 
interactions between them (Mrug et al., 2008; Mrug & Windle, 2010). Possibly, if high levels 
of peer victimization are the norm within school, it takes higher levels of violence by teachers 
to produce negative behavioral changes. Thus, violence in peer relations may set norms or ex-
pectations for violence in other social settings, meaning that adolescents exposed to peer vic-
timization may perceive teacher victimization as more “normative” (Mrug & Windle, 2010). In 
contrast, verbal victimization by teachers may be viewed as more atypical when an adolescent 
has not been victimized within peer relations, and thus may have a stronger impact on aggres-
sive conduct. Another possible explanation may be that adolescents retaliate less with aggres-
sion against peers when facing the additional stressor of teacher victimization. Taking a life-
course-approach (Sampson & Laub, 2005), future investigations should more intensively study 
these patterns of interconnections to identify developmental stages where the risks of specific 
types of overlap among these forms of violence are greatest. This has already been done in prior 
studies, for example, in samples of elementary school children (Schaeffer, Petras, Ialongo, Po-
duska, & Kellam, 2003). Furthermore, studies should specify how forms of violence are con-
nected over the life course (Turner, Wheaton, & Lloyd, 1995), and through what pathways 
victimization across settings affects youth aggression. They may also address risk and protec-
tive factors that may exacerbate or buffer these detrimental effects. For instance, peer victimi-
zation may be related to aggression through affiliation with delinquent peers and reduced school 
connectedness, which may be buffered by strong positive attachment to parents, peers, or teach-
ers. Prospective studies, which more closely examine the potentially differential importance of 
different victimization exposures across developmental periods, as well as their interrelatedness 
over time, should be conducted. For example, parent-to-adolescent victimization may have 
more detrimental effects on aggression during early adolescence, while exposure to peer and 
teacher victimization becomes more relevant in later stages of adolescence (Miller-Johnson & 
Costanzo, 2004). 
2.7 Limitations 
The most important limitations of this study include cross-sectional design and reliance on ad-
olescents’ self-reports for both violence exposure and perpetration of aggression. Consequently, 
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the directionality of the obtained associations is not clear, and results may be biased by shared 
method variance. It is also possible that aggressive behavior toward teachers, peers, and parents 
will predispose adolescents to encountering more violence in specific contexts (Haltigan & 
Vaillancourt, 2014). For instance, adolescents who behave aggressively toward their parents 
may be more likely to receive harsh parental punishment as a last disciplinary resort. Neverthe-
less, a causal effect of victimization on the development of aggressive behavior has been sup-
ported by studies that employed longitudinal designs (e.g., Calvete, Orue, Gamez-Guadix, & 
Bushman, 2015; Ferguson, 2013; Margolin & Baucom, 2014). The fact that all measures were 
derived from self-report increases associations between variables, and shared method variance. 
To achieve a more valid picture of the relationship between cross-setting victimization and ag-
gression, designs with multiple informants, that is, students, parents, and teachers should be 
employed. Furthermore, other confounding factors should be addressed, for example, measures 
on individual’s emotional adjustment. Finally, reference periods of violence exposure in the 
home and school differed from each other, which renders comparisons difficult. To address 
these shortcomings, more longitudinal studies with multiple informants are needed. 
2.8 Implications for Practice 
This study provided further evidence for the pivotal role of adverse childhood experiences in 
explaining adolescent aggression (Mikton, MacMillan, Dua, & Betancourt, 2014). The long-
term consequences of parent-to-child aggression warrant increased investment in preventive 
strategies beginning in early childhood. To be most effective, interventions aiming to prevent 
aggression in adolescents should raise awareness for the detrimental impact of parental aggres-
sion at an early stage of the child’s life, as well as promoting a safe and secure home environ-
ment. Programs for the prevention of child maltreatment, which already have been successfully 
employed (e.g., MacMillan et al., 2009), should consider both physical and verbal victimization 
by parents during childhood, in addition to its interdependence with victimization by both peers 
and teachers. Professionals and service providers should especially envisage a reduction of 
physical child abuse, as well as a general improvement of parent–child relations. To improve 
resilience in already victimized adolescents, intervention should further be sensitive toward 
multiple violence exposures across social relationships. In particular, school counselors ad-
dressing issues of school victimization should not only address violence among peers, but also 
victimization by schoolteachers, which has been shown to be related to aggression beyond other 
types of violence exposure. A special focus should additionally lie on bidirectional aggression 
within social settings. This may be accompanied by training enhancing self-control, positive 
attitude toward school, and conflict resolution skills. In scientific research, the interdependence 
of violence exposure across settings further emphasizes the importance to account for violence 
exposure in all major contexts of adolescents’ lives.  
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analysis 
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dents in Germany: A multilevel analysis. Aggressive Behavior 45(3): 337-347. doi: 
10.1002/ab.21823. 
Abstract 
Relying on an importation and deprivation framework, the study assessed a variety of risk fac-
tors associated with self-reported teacher-targeted aggression among 9th grade students (n = 
5,673). Using a cross-sectional school survey conducted in one German federal state, two forms 
of teacher-targeted aggression were assessed: verbal (insulting, threatening, and mocking), and 
physical (beating, pushing) aggression. Every ninth student reported verbal aggression, while 
0.5 per cent of students reported physical aggression against teachers. Multilevel probability 
models showed that individual importation factors (low self-control, male gender, and exposure 
to severe parental violence), together with individual deprivation factors (repeated victimization 
by teachers, low school achievement) play a role in explaining teacher-targeted aggression. The 
school level deprivation factor of negative teacher-student-relationships was also relevant, 
while low teacher control and attending lower-level schools were unrelated to the perpetration 
of teacher-targeted aggression. The present study stresses the need to acknowledge the multi-
level etiology of teacher-targeted aggression.  
3.1 Introduction 
The literature on workplace aggression suggests that exposure to aggression in the workplace 
is particularly high in service and human service sectors, including education (Piquero, Piquero, 
Craig, & Clipper, 2013). Although constituting an important subdomain of workplace aggres-
sion, teacher-targeted aggression has only recently received more intense empirical attention. 
Available research has shown that it is a common phenomenon in schools across different coun-
tries and cultural settings (Moon & McCluskey, 2016), and is most frequently expressed by 
verbal aggression, followed by property damage and physical aggression (Domínguez Alonso, 
López-Castedo, & Pino Juste, 2009; Dzuka & Dalbert, 2007; Moon & McCluskey, 2016). In 
Germany, annual prevalence rates reach 42.6% for verbal insults, 4.0% for threats of violence 
by students, and 6.8% for property offense (Bauer et al., 2007), while only a small share of 
teachers (1.4%) experience physical aggression.            
 Based on the assumption that school violence is a multidimensional phenomenon (Espel-
age, Bosworth, & Simon, 2000), the current study develops and tests an importation and depri-
vation framework explaining teacher-targeted aggression among secondary school students in 
Germany. Deprivation and importation models have been traditionally applied to account for 
variations in the response to imprisonment among inmate populations, including violent mis-
conduct (Leiber, Tasca, Griffin, & Rodriguez, 2010). They focus on the question of whether 
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prisoners take certain precursors to misconduct with them when they are imprisoned (importa-
tion), or whether factors associated with being imprisoned cause aggression (deprivation). The 
deprivation model argues that misconduct mainly occurs as a result of experiences made within 
a particular institutional environment. More precisely, it posits that the adaptations made by 
inmates to the prison setting are a functional response to the “pains of imprisonment” (Sykes, 
1958), and that the value system and social roles evolving in support of this adaptive behavior 
are immediately linked with the conditions of the prison situation (Thomas & Foster, 1973). 
The importation thesis posits instead that factors individuals bring into a specific setting (i.e., 
experiences, norms, attitudes, and beliefs) contribute to aggressive conduct.    
 The explanation of teacher-targeted aggression within school can similarly be rooted within 
a theoretical framework that considers importation and deprivation models. While the depriva-
tion thesis relies on the genuinely sociological assumption that certain contextual factors (i.e., 
the school environment) provide frustrating/detrimental conditions which may lead to higher 
perpetration of aggression, the importation thesis holds the more psychological position that 
traits located in the individual (and its family) influence aggression. Concerning the former, not 
only school-level factors, such as school type, or level of teacher control, but also school dy-
namics and factors associated with the within-school experience itself (i.e., victimization by 
peers and teachers, low school achievement) are expected to be relevant. Combining these per-
spectives allows assessing which kind of risk factors are most strongly related to teacher-tar-
geted aggression, which, in turn, enables an effective allocation of preventive efforts designed 
to lower aggressive conduct toward teachers.            
 To date, only few studies have identified multi-level correlates of this phenomenon 
(Khoury-Kassabri, Astor, & Benbenishty, 2009; Moon & McCluskey, 2016; Wet, 2012), and 
most of these rely on teacher reports. This limits the possibility of making valid statements 
about student-related (importation) and school-related (deprivation) correlates of this type of 
aggression (for notable exceptions, see Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009). A further shortcoming is 
that most extant studies have focused either exclusively on physical aggression against teachers 
(Gerberich et al., 2014), or mixed physical and verbal forms of aggression (Chen & Astor, 2011; 
Dzuka & Dalbert, 2007; Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009). Only few studies differentiate between 
physical and non-physical forms of aggression (see for example Gerberich et al., 2011). As-
sessing how multi-level risk factors relate to both physical and verbal teacher-targeted aggres-
sion is a necessary step to shed more light on this phenomenon.  
3.2 Theoretical and Empirical Background 
Teacher-Targeted Aggression Within an Importation and Deprivation Framework  
Individual-Level Importation Factors: External School Experiences 
A range of individual and family factors have been theorized as major correlates of aggression 
and teacher-targeted aggression in particular. With regard to individual correlates, male gender 
has been consistently linked with the perpetration of teacher-directed aggression across a vari-
ety of countries (Chen & Astor, 2009; Douglas & Lyon, 1999; Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, 
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& Gottfredson, 2005; Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009). This is in line with other results document-
ing the well-known ‘gender gap’ in aggression, as well as with gendered theories of female and 
male offending (see e.g., Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996). Similarly, students with migration 
background are more often involved in physically aggressive acts than non-immigrant students 
in Germany (Windzio & Baier, 2009). This may also pertain to aggression toward teachers. 
Having non-native origin in Germany tends to be associated with a range of negative socializa-
tion experiences, which, in turn, can be considered as major risk factors of aggression. For 
example, immigrant youths tend to achieve lower in school and hold lower social status than 
native students (Salikutluk, 2016). According to anomy theory, the gap between culturally pre-
scripted aspirations (e.g., high education) and the means to realize these goals (e.g., good 
grades) may lead to increased aggression toward teachers due to feelings of frustration and 
personal deficiency.                 
 Furthermore, low self-control has been shown to be an important precursor of youth ag-
gression (Kort-Butler et al., 2011; Pratt et al., 2004), as well as aggression against authorities 
(Beckmann, Bergmann, Fischer, & Mößle, 2017). As self-control theory (Gottfredson & 
Hirschi, 1990) argues, low self-control results from inadequate socialization within the family, 
and is associated with impulsive, risk-seeking behavior and low frustration tolerance. This, in 
turn, may be related to a higher propensity of aggressing against teachers, especially in conflict 
situations. With regard to structural family factors, low family SES has been frequently linked 
with aggressive behavior in youths (for a systematic review and meta-analysis, see Piotrowska, 
Stride, Croft, & Rowe, 2015). In their study on Middle Eastern adolescents’ perpetration of 
school violence against peers and teachers, Khoury-Kassabri et al. (2009) identify low family 
SES as the most relevant predictor of students’ violence toward both school peers and teachers. 
Family economic difficulties may intensify the risk for adolescent aggressive personality (Con-
ger et al., 2015), which in turn may elicit aggressive responses that can be directed against third 
parties, such as teachers (Greitemeyer & Sagioglou, 2016). Beyond structural characteristics, 
severe parental violence has been outlined as a robust risk factor of school violence (Douglas 
& Lyon, 1999; Espelage et al., 2000; Stoolmiller, Patterson, & Snyder, 1997). Based on the 
assumption of self-control theory that parents’ recognition of inadequate behavior and correc-
tion of such behavior foster children’s self-control abilities, harsh physical discipline disrupts 
the teaching of self-control, which may foster children’s own aggressive responses. Children 
may also learn through observational processes that aggression is a common means of conflict 
resolution and asserting one’s own interests.            
 Finally, as Huesmann and Taylor (2006) point out in their literature review, fictional tele-
vision and film violence contribute to both a short-term and a long-term increase in aggression 
among adolescents. Theories on short-term effects of media violence stress the role of priming, 
arousal, and mimicking processes, while long-term effects are explained by observational learn-
ing of cognitions and behaviors (i.e., imitation of behaviors), as well as activation and desensi-
tization of emotional processes (Anderson et al., 2017). In light of mixed findings on the effects 
of violent media use on aggression (Ferguson, Rueda et al., 2008), testing violent media con-
sumption as a correlate of aggression against authorities in the school setting is an important 
research need.  
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Individual-Level Deprivation Factors: Within-School Experiences 
Concerning within-school experiences and dynamics, low school achievement and repeating a 
year represent critical deprivation experiences that affect problematic conduct (Farrington, 
1989; Felson & Staff, 2006). Educational achievement is particularly important for normative 
behavior because it fosters accumulation of human capital, which some identify as a key pre-
dictor of success in later life (Becker, 1993). Furthermore, social experiences at school are 
likely to influence aggressive behavior against teachers. In particular, students who are victim-
ized by peers might release their anger within other social interactions in the school context, 
including teacher-student relationships. When teachers behave themselves aggressively toward 
students, the latter may try to retaliate with aggression, thus perpetuating the cycle of school 
violence and fostering a social mirroring process (Mooij, 2011). In this ‘vicious circle’, stress 
of the interaction and fear of victimization mutually influence each other (Dworkin et al., 1988). 
Research has demonstrated that victimization experiences by school peers (Card & Hodges, 
2008; Wormington et al., 2016), as well as teachers (Byongook & Morash, 2004) represent 
important risk factors for social maladjustment and increased aggression among youths. For 
instance, Karatzias et al. (2002) show that students who report being bullied by teachers and 
other school staff also bully students and teachers. Since the use of corporal punishment is 
prohibited in Germany, exposure to physical violence by teachers is expected to be low in our 
sample, compared to other settings where physical discipline by ‘authorities’ is socially more 
accepted and more widespread.  
School-Level Deprivation Factors: School Context 
Finally, schools themselves can represent important sites of deprivation, in a way that several 
characteristics render schools more conducive to aggressive student behavior. Among these, 
attending lower-level schools in Germany have been shown to be related to more aggressive 
behavior than attending medium- and higher-level schools (Bergmann, Baier, Rehbein, & 
Mößle, 2017). Attending low school type constitutes a major deprivation factor for two reasons: 
First, future prospects regarding educational attainment and thus the accumulation of human 
capital are diminished for students attending lower school tracks, and second, lower school type 
in Germany is associated with a concentration of problem-behaviors among the student body 
(Rabold & Baier, 2011). Indeed, studies have shown that victimized teachers report more vio-
lent student behavior in low-attainment, alternative and special education schools (Gerberich et 
al., 2014). Bauer et al. (2007) report for Germany that students visiting lower educational tracks 
(Hauptschulen) are more often perpetrators of violence against teachers than those students 
visiting higher school tracks.              
 Another potential deprivation variable is school size, although evidence on whether smaller 
or larger schools increase teacher-targeted aggression is mixed (Olweus, 1999). In general, 
small schools permit closer supervision of students, as well as the establishment of a greater 
sense of community, leading to more positive teacher-student relationships (Leithwood & 
Jantzi, 2009). In line with this argument, Gregory, Cornell, and Fan (2012) report in their 
statewide sample of 280 American high schools in which information was assessed via teacher 
reports, that school size was positively associated with teacher victimization. Based on student 
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reports, Khoury-Kassabri et al. (2009) show, however, that teacher victimization is less preva-
lent among large schools (Gottfredson et al., 2005). To date, no prior study has assessed the 
importance of school size for the case of teacher-targeted aggression in Germany.  
 Besides school type and size, school social resources represent important deprivation fac-
tors that may affect perpetration of teacher-targeted aggression. In particular, lack of social 
control exercised by teachers expresses lack of involvement and interest in students’ affairs, 
who might consequently be encouraged to violate social behavioral norms. If teacher-student 
relations are of low quality and teachers do not supervise students efficiently, students do not 
experience school as a positive social environment that fosters positive child development Gott-
fredson et al., 2005; Gregory et al., 2012; Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009; Osher et al., 2004). For 
example, Gregory et al. (2012) report in a statewide U.S. sample of 280 high schools that an 
authoritative school climate characterized by high student support and disciplinary structure 
was associated with less teacher victimization, after controlling for school and neighborhood 
demographics.  
 
3.3 The Current Study 
The present study seeks to assess the prevalence and correlates of teacher-targeted aggression 
among a large student sample in one federal German state, and to investigate whether factors 
directly related to the school environment (i.e., school contextual factors and within-school ex-
periences, i.e., deprivation), or external school factors (i.e., individual and family factors, i.e., 
importation) play a larger role in explaining teacher-targeted aggression. Since current research 
lacks knowledge on gender-specific effects, notably with regard to verbal aggression, we also 
look at how explanatory variables may differ across adolescent gender. 
3.4 Materials and Methods 
3.4.1 Data and Participants 
The study is based on two large-scale school surveys conducted in Lower Saxony, Germany, in 
the school years 2012/2013 and 2014/2015 (see Bergmann et al., 2017). The aim was to carry 
out a survey of approximately 10,000 ninth-grade students across various schooling formats 
(including schools for students with learning disabilities). Of the 639 selected school classes in 
2013, 485 took part in the survey (n=9,512 students), which corresponds to a response rate of 
64.4%. In the year 2015, 672 school classes were selected, from which 545 participated (n = 
10,638 students; response rate: 68.5%). The two surveys were authorized by the state school 
authorities of Lower Saxony, and sampling was done based on a list of school classes provided 
by the Statistical Office of the federal state of Lower Saxony. Classes from all types of general 
education were – stratified by school type – randomly selected. Schools as well as parents were 
contacted in form of a letter informing about the content and scope of the study. Interviews 
were carried out only if the school principal and teacher consented to the survey; parents could 
decline participation of their child, and students could refuse full participation, or the answering 
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of single items. The surveys lasted 90 minutes each and were conducted in the students' class-
rooms using paper-pencil questionnaires usually in the presence of a teacher or another adult 
supervisor. Due to the modular structure of the questionnaire, one third of all participants re-
ported on verbal and physical teacher-targeted aggression. Only cases with valid information 
on all study variables were selected for analysis, which resulted in a total sample of 5,673 stu-
dents from 702 schools. We sometimes had to rely on only one or two school classes to estimate 
school-level deprivation factors. Participants were between 13 and 19 years old (M = 14.9, SD 
= .71), 49.7 percent were male, and about one fourth of all respondents were of non-native 
origin. Table 1 shows descriptives for all included variables.  
 
Table 1. Sample Characteristics. 
 Mean/ % SD 
Dependent variables (n = 5,673)   
    Teacher-directed verbal aggression (last 12 months) (0-1) 10.9 % .311 
    Teacher-directed physical aggression (last 12 months) (0-1)     .5 % .074 
Importation variables (n = 5,673)   
    Male gender (0-1) 49.7 % .500 
    Non-native origin (0-1) 24.4 % .430 
    Low self-control (1-4) 2.111 .755 
    Low family SES (0-1)    9.8 % .297 
    Severe parental violence (0-1) 12.0 % .324 
    Violent media consumption (1-7) 3.204 2.306 
Individual-level deprivation variables (n = 5,673)   
    Low school achievement (1-6) 3.011 .684 
    Repeating a year (0-1) 13.2 % .338 
    Repeated victimization by peers (0-1)  9.6 % .294 
    Repeated victimization by teachers (0-1)  3.5 % .184 
School-level deprivation variables (n = 702)   
    Lower-level school (0-1)  5.9 %  .236 
    Low teacher control (1-4) 1.603   .262 
    Negative student-teacher relationship (1-4) 2.193    .293 
    School size  792.124   417.747 
Control variables    
    Interview year: 2015 (0-1) 52.8 %    .499 
Notes: SD = Standard deviation; results are unweighted.   
 
3.4.2 Measurement 
Dependent variables 
Teacher-targeted aggression was measures by two indices: (1) Verbal aggression was measured 
by the following items: 1) “In the last 12 months, I insulted a teacher”, 2) “In the last 12 months, 
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I verbally threatened a teacher” (r = .34). Answer categories were “1 – never”, “2 – once or 
twice”, “3 – three to five times”,”4 – six to ten times”, and “5 – more than ten times”. For the 
verbal aggression index, the highest frequency reported over both items was coded. (2) Physical 
aggression was measured by the following three items: 1) “In the last 12 months, I tackled or 
pushed a teacher”, 2) “In the last 12 months, I hit a teacher with the hand/fist or kicked a 
teacher”, and 3) “In the last 12 months, I hit a teacher with an object” (rall >= .58). Response 
categories for the three items were the same as for verbal violence. Because reported frequency 
of all mentioned behaviors was rather low, we transformed the two indices into dichotomous 
variables (“0 – behavior not exercised, “1 – behavior exercised at least once”). 
 
Independent variables 
Importation factors. We used the following indicators to measure individual character-
istics hypothesized to be correlated with the risk of teacher-directed aggression:  Male gender 
was measured by a dichotomous variable (“0 – female”, “1 – male”). Non-native origin was 
assessed via the question if respondents or their parents were born in a country other than Ger-
many, or if they or their parents have citizenship in a country other than Germany (“0 – native 
origin”, “1 – non-native origin”). To operationalize low self-control, the mean value of four 
items based on a German short and revised version of Grasmick et al.’s (1993) self-control scale 
was used. Items were: 1) “I like to test my limits by doing something dangerous”, 2) “I find it 
exciting to do things that put me in danger”, 3) “I like to take a risk just because it's fun”, and 
4) “Excitement and adventure are more important to me than safety”. Items measured on a four-
point scale (1 – disagree”, “2 – somewhat disagree”, “3 – somewhat agree”, “4 – totally 
agree”). Reliability of the mean scale was good with Cronbach’s alpha = .86. Students were 
classified as having a low family SES if at least one parent was currently unemployed or if the 
family received social assistance (“0 – no unemployment and no social assistance”, “1 – unem-
ployment or social assistance”). Referring to the respondents’ childhood (prior to age 12), se-
vere parental violence was assessed by three items: 1) “My mother/my father hit me with some-
thing”, 2) “My mother/my father hit me with his or her fist or kicked me”, and 3) “My 
mother/my father beat me up”. Response categories were “1 – never”, “2 – once or twice”, “3 
– three to twelve times”, “4 – several times a month”, “5 – once a week”, “6 – several times a 
week”. The three items were combined to a maximum value index; students who reported hav-
ing been victimized at least “once or twice” concerning any of the three items were coded as 
victims of severe parental violence. Because reporting of events was rather low, the index was 
transformed into a dichotomous variable (“0 – no parental violence”, “1 – at least one form of 
parental violence”). Violent media consumption was measured by two items that capture how 
often students played 1) ego-shooter/third-person-shooter games, and 2) beat-em-up games 
within the last 12 months (r = .43). Answer categories were “1 – never”, “2 – once or twice”, 
“3 – three to twelve times”, “4 – several times a month”, “5 – once a week”, “6 – several times 
a week”, and “7 – everyday”. Both items were combined to a maximum value index. 
Individual level deprivation factors. The following variables represent selected types 
of individual deprivation experiences in school: Low school achievement was assessed in self-
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report, and was built by taking the average grade points that students reported for the subjects 
German, mathematics, history, and biology for the last semester (“1 – very good” to “6 – fail-
ing”). Cronbach’s alpha for the four items was .74. Repeating a year was measured by asking 
if students had to repeat a year after 4th grade (“0 – no”, “1 – yes”). Repeated victimization by 
peers was measured by six items referring to the past semester: 1) “I was hit or kicked by other 
students, not for fun”, 2) “Other students teased me or said ugly things about me”, 3) “Other 
students destroyed my personal belongings on purpose”, 4) “Other students blackmailed me 
and forced me to give money or things away”, 5) “I was excluded from joint activities because 
other students wanted to”, and 6) “Other students ignored me and treated me as if I weren’t 
there”. Answers had to be given on a six-point-scale (“1 – never”, “2 – once or twice”, “3 – 
three to six times”, “4 – several times a month”, “5 – once a week”, and ”6 – several times a 
week”). We combined the six items to a maximum value index, which we then dichotomized to 
differentiate between two groups: Those who reported having experienced at least one of the 
six behaviors either “never”, “one or twice”, or “three to six times” within the past school term 
were classified as non-victims of repeated peer victimization. Those who reported having ex-
perienced at least one of the six inquired behaviors between “several times a month” to “several 
times a week” were classified as victims. Repeated victimization by teachers. These experiences 
were measured by three items (1) “I was hit by one of my teachers”, 2) “A teacher made fun of 
me in front of other students”, and 3) “A teacher was quite mean to me”, with the same answer 
categories as for victimization by peers). Again, the items were combined to a maximum value 
index that was then dichotomized (“0 – no repeated victimization by teachers”, “1 – repeated 
victimization by teachers”). 
School level deprivation factors. The following variables were used to operationalize 
deprivation on the school level: In the German educational system one main distinction is be-
tween lower-level secondary school (Hauptschule), and college-preparatory secondary or tech-
nical secondary school. According to that, a dichotomous variable was constructed on school 
type with “0 – mid and higher-level school” and “1 – lower-level school”. Two items were used 
to measure low teacher control: 1) “The teachers don’t intervene when violence occur between 
students”, and 2) “The teachers look away when there are fights between students” (1 – disa-
gree”, “2 – somewhat disagree”, “3 – somewhat agree”, “4 – totally agree”). Both items corre-
late moderately with each other (r = .41), so a mean scale was constructed. Subsequently, the 
mean for every student was aggregated on the school level. Negative student-teacher relation-
ship was measured by the following items: 1) “The teachers in my school treat us fairly and 
respect us”, and 2) “The teachers in my school speak about problems frankly with us and look 
together with us for solutions” (1 – disagree”, “2 – somewhat disagree”, “3 – somewhat agree”, 
“4 – totally agree”). Both items were inverted to measure a negative relationship, combined to 
a mean scale (r = .50), and again aggregated on the school level. Finally, school size was as-
sessed at the end of the survey, where interviewers asked the class teachers how many students 
attend the respective school establishment. The number of students was filled in a separate in-
terviewer questionnaire, and ranged from 23 to 2,000.           
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Control variables. In the analyses, two survey samples are grouped together in order to 
increase the number of students and schools. The first sample was surveyed in 2013, the second 
in 2015. To control for survey year, a dichotomous variable was included in the multivariate 
analyses (0 = 2013, 1 = 2015).  
3.5 Analytical Strategy 
In order to assess the explanatory role of the importation and deprivation factors identified 
above, we conducted multilevel linear probability models using Stata 14.2 (see Table 3). Given 
the binary outcome variables and the clustered data structure due to sampling in schools, mul-
tilevel regression is an appropriate technique because it controls for correlated standard errors 
and allows the introduction of independent variables at both the individual and school level 
(Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal; Snijders & Bosker, 2012). Some authors propose linear regression 
for dichotomous outcomes, or linear probability models, as an applicable alternative to logistic 
regression (Hellevik, 2009; Mood, 2010). These handle coefficients directly as changes in pre-
dicted probabilities, which makes interpretation straightforward and not influenced by random 
intercepts (Beier, 2017). A potential drawback, however, is that the error term is heteroskedastic 
because the variance is not constant. Instead, the variance of an error term depends on the value 
of the independent variables. Interpreting coefficients predominantly in terms of expected co-
efficient patterns and effect sizes, rather than significance, as well as setting the level of signif-
icance to a more conservative level (p < .01) can be done to alleviate this problem (Beier, 2017). 
Adopting this procedure, we set the significance level in our analyses to p < .01.   
 Separate regression models were estimated for verbal and physical teacher-directed aggres-
sion. Because prior research points to significant gender differences in risk vulnerability con-
cerning aggression (e.g. Ribeaud and Eisner, (2010), interaction terms between each independ-
ent variable and gender were additionally calculated. Relatively small intra-class correlations 
(1.1% for verbal aggression, and 0.0% for physical aggression) reveal that most of the variance 
(and in the case of physical aggression practically all of the variance) in the individual measures 
of teacher-targeted aggression result from within-school rather than between-school variation.  
3.6 Results 
Overall, 10.9% of students aggressed verbally against teachers within the last 12 months, while 
0.5% of all students reported having perpetrated physical teacher-targeted aggression (see Table 
1). Compared to girls, boys perpetrated significantly more often all types of teacher-targeted 
aggression (p < .001). To get an impression of the significance of importation and school dep-
rivation factors, bivariate results are shown in a first step (see Table 2). We used non-parametric 
Spearman’s rho correlations, because some of the variables were dichotomous and not normally 
distributed. The two forms of teacher-targeted aggression correlated positively with each other 
(r = .143, p < .001). Importation variables correlated as expected with the aggression variables, 
although not all effects were of meaningful size. Concerning verbal aggression, highly signifi-
cant associations appeared with low self-control (r = .184, p < .001), violent media use (r = 
.111, p < .001), and severe parental violence (r = .100, p < .001). All importation factors were 
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rather low correlated with physical aggression, whereby severe parental violence showed the 
highest correlation (r =.76, p < .001). With regard to individual deprivation factors, exposure 
to victimization by teachers was most strongly associated with both forms of teacher-targeted 
aggression (verbal aggression: r = .145, p < .001; physical aggression: r = .064, p < .001), 
followed by repeating a year in the case of verbal forms of teacher-targeted aggression. On the 
school level, meaningful associations appeared between negative teacher-student relationship 
and verbal aggression (r = .091, p < .001).  
P a g e  | 149 
 
 
 
Table 2. Spearman’s Rho Correlations Between Teacher-Targeted Aggression and Importation and Deprivation Variables. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
Dependent variables                 
1. Verbal TTA                 
2. Physical TTA .143***                
Importation variables 
3. Male gender .068*** .036**               
4. Non-native origin .064*** .036** -.020              
5. Low self-control .184***  .050***  .179***  .047***             
6. Low family SES  .024  .016 -.023  .183*** -.015            
7. Severe PV .100***  .076*** -.019  .183***  .079***  .104***           
8. Violent media cons. .111*** .043**  .632***  .024 .260**  .021 .027*          
Individual-level deprivation variables 
9. Low school achiev. .084***  .018 .073*** .068*** .110*** .063*** .045** .140***         
10. Repeating a year .092*** .042** .085*** .060*** .088*** .059*** .059** .110*** .160***        
11. Repeated VBP .072***  .025  .009  .004  .039**  .059** .102** .025 .047***  .020       
12. Repeated VBT .145*** .064*** .057*** .056*** .102***  -.005 .056** .080***  .051*** .041** .160***      
School-level deprivation variables 
13. Lower-level school .060***   .002 .034** .075***  -.04 .084*** .041** .032* .069*** .115*** .003  .033*     
14. Low teacher control .082***  .035**  .024 .057*** .078***  .033* .037** .053*** .073*** .057*** .037**  .045** .022    
15. Neg. STR .091***   .030  .004 .075*** .077***  .032* .059** .032* .069*** .065*** .048*** .071***  -.008 .474***   
16. School size -.062*** -.027 -.049*** -.100*** -.022 -.102*** -.055** -.081*** -.157*** -.151*** -.020 -.010 -.347*** -.039** .027*  
Controls 
17. Year 2015 -.032*   -.007  -.019  -.008 -.005  -.001  -.001  .032*  -.022 -.040** -.001 .000 -.039** -.112*** -.152*** -.007 
Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. TTA = teacher-targeted aggression; PV = parental violence; VBP = victimization by peers; VBT = victimization by teachers; STR = 
student-teacher relationship; results are unweighted. n = 5,673. 
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Multilevel regression results (Step I) show that among the importation variables, low family 
SES did not influence teacher-targeted aggression. In contrast, exposure to severe parental vi-
olence during childhood was significantly associated with verbal (ß = .061), and physical (ß = 
.064) aggression. In the model predicting physical aggression, this variable had the most pow-
erful influence compared to all other factors, while in the model on verbal aggression, it con-
stituted the second most influential factor. With regard to individual characteristics, students 
with low self-control were more likely to perpetrate verbal, but not physical teacher-targeted 
aggression. This variable turned out to be the strongest risk factor for verbal teacher-targeted 
aggression among all risk variables. Violent media consumption slightly increased verbal ag-
gression (ß = .046), but was unrelated to physical aggression toward teachers. 
With regard to individual deprivation factors, students who repeated a school year perpe-
trated verbal aggression against teachers significantly more often than those who did not (ß = 
.045). Low academic achievement did not significantly increase teacher-targeted aggression. 
Being repeatedly victimized by school peers played no role whatsoever for teacher-targeted 
aggression. In contrast, strong and positive relations appeared for exposure to repeated victim-
ization by teachers (ß = .105 and ß = .051 for verbal and physical aggression, resp.), indicating 
an interdependence of aggressive behavior by teachers and students. After low self-control, it 
constituted the second strongest risk factor in the model on verbal aggression. With regard to 
deprivation factors on the school level, only negative teacher-student relations showed signifi-
cant relations with verbal aggression (ß = .051). Attending lower-level school was not signifi-
cantly related to any form of teacher-targeted aggression. Likewise, the control variable year of 
interview showed no significant effects.            
 Analyses additionally including interaction terms between gender and each importa-
tion/deprivation variable (Step II) revealed for nearly all variables the same effect for males and 
females. However, two significant interaction effects are worth mentioning: Low school 
achievement was a stronger risk factor for girls compared to boys with regard to verbal and 
physical teacher-targeted aggression (interactions significant at p < .05). In addition, boys were 
more affected by repeated victimization by teachers in their perpetration of physical aggression 
toward teachers (interaction significant at p < .10). (1994a, 1999) 
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Table 3. Multilevel Linear Probability Regression Models on Importation and Deprivation Fac-
tors of Teacher-Targeted Aggression (n = 5,673). 
 Verbal aggression Physical aggression 
Step I b ß b ß 
  Fixed effects: Individual-level      
   Importation factors     
     Male gender  -.002 -.004 .003 .019 
     Non-native origin .017 .023 .003 .016 
     Low self-control (c) .062*  .150* .003 .031 
     Low family SES .001 .001 .001 .005 
     Severe parental violence .058*  .061*  .015*  .064* 
     Violent media consumption (c) .006*  .046* .000 .013 
  Deprivation factors     
     Low school achievement (c) .014 .030 -.002 -.018 
     Repeating a year .042*  .045* .006  .029 
     Repeated victimization by peers .036 .034 .002  .007 
     Repeated victimization by teachers .177*  .105*  .021*   .051* 
 Fixed effects: School-level     
   Deprivation factors     
     Lower-level school  .044 .034 -.004 -.014 
     Low teacher control (c) .032 .026  .004  .013 
     Neg. student-teacher rel. (c)  .054*  .051*  .003  .013 
     School size (c) -.000 -.026 -.000 -.020 
 Controls     
      Interview year 2015 -.010 -.016 -.000 -.001 
      Intercept     .086*  .000 -.000 .000 
Step II      
   Interactions with gender     
     Non-native origin x gender  .030  .020 .003 .009 
     Low self-control (c) x gender  .017  .020 .001 .005 
     Low family SES x gender  .011  .005 .007 .014 
     Severe parental violence x gender  .037  .019 .008 .019 
     Violent media consumption (c) x gender  .003  .011 .000 .002 
     Low school achievement (c) x gender   -.033*  -.036* -.006* -.029* 
     Repeating a year x gender -.022  -.012 .001 .003 
     Rep. victimization by peers x gender  .050  .024 -.002 -.003 
     Rep. victimization by teachers x gender  .023  .007  .022†  .027† 
     Lower-level school x gender -.067 -.025 -.013 -.020 
     Low teacher control (c) x gender  .007  .003 .014  .025 
     Neg. student-teacher rel. (c) x gender  .039  .018 -.006 -.012 
     School size (c) x gender -.000 -.000 -.000 -.000 
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(continued)     
R² (Individual Level) .082  .017  
R² (School Level) .131  .017  
Notes: * p < .01; † p <.10 (c): Variables are grand-mean centered. Unstandardized and standardized coeffi-
cients are indicated as b and β, respectively. R² calculated based on the Stata command mltrsq following 
Snijders & Bosker (1994, 1999). Significant gender differences in risk vulnerability at p < .05. Results are 
unweighted. 
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3.7 Discussion 
The present study aimed to analyze the prevalence and correlates of teacher-targeted aggression 
among a large sample of secondary school students in Germany. In total, 10.9% of students 
perpetrated any form of verbal teacher-targeted aggression in the past twelve months, 0.5% 
physical aggression. These rates are similar to those of previous studies conducted in other 
national contexts. In line with prior studies conducted on violence in the penal system, regres-
sion results demonstrated the importance of both importation and deprivation variables. Of all 
importation factors, low self-control was the strongest correlate of verbal teacher-directed ag-
gression, confirming much prior theoretical and empirical work on the relevance of self-control 
for perpetrating aggression (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Likewise, severe parental violence 
was a robust correlate of verbal and physical teacher-targeted aggression. These results are in 
line with a social learning perspective, and corroborate the hypothesis of bidirectionality of 
violence (Kennedy, Edmonds, Dann, & Burnett, 2010). With regard to deprivation factors, re-
peated victimization by teachers was a robust correlate of teacher-targeted aggression. Interac-
tion models revealed furthermore that the importance of importation and deprivation factors 
varied across adolescent gender; while girls were more affected by low school achievement 
regarding verbal and physical aggression, repeated victimization by teachers was a stronger risk 
factor for boys’ physical aggression. 
Low family SES was not significantly linked with teacher-targeted aggression. Similarly, 
non-native origin did not turn out to be a significant correlate of teacher-targeted aggression 
under control of other factors, suggesting that non-German ethnicity does not constitute a valid 
risk factor net of socialization deficits within the school and family. Violent media consumption 
had small effects on verbal teacher-targeted aggression only; this generally supports results of 
prior studies stating that violent video games are not related to youth violent conduct after fac-
tors related to the family and personality are controlled for (Ferguson et al., 2008). With regard 
to school deprivation factors, repeated peer victimization was of little relevance for perpetrating 
teacher-targeted aggression, contradicting prior studies on school aggression (Card & Hodges, 
2008; Wormington, Anderson, Schneider, Tomlinson, & Brown, 2016). One explanation might 
be that peer victimization may translate to teacher-targeted aggression only if teachers are re-
garded as the cause of victimization experiences by not intervening efficiently or consequently 
in situations where victimization among students occurs.  
Regarding school achievement, analyses showed that low achievement decreased rather 
than increased physical teacher-targeted aggression. Further analysis showed that this applied 
only to boys, and might be because low-achieving boys may not attribute their school failure to 
teachers in the first place. This idea is in line with studies indicating that boys generally show 
less positive school adjustment than girls, which is reflected in weaker bonds with school and 
lower school commitment in general (Simons-Morton, 1999). Consequently, boys’ motivation 
to engage in physical aggression against teachers may be reduced. Future studies should have 
a more detailed look on how school achievement, school motivation and teacher-targeted ag-
gression are interrelated across gender.  
 In sum, this study demonstrates that to reduce teacher-targeted aggression effectively in the 
context of secondary schools, intervention may focus on improving both students’ within-
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school experiences (victimization by teachers and social school climate), personal factors (self-
control) and family experiences (severe parental violence). 
3.8 Limitations 
The current study is associated with some important limitations, of which the most important 
concerns the nature of the data used. Since we rely on cross-sectional data, no causal inferences 
regarding the effect of importation and deprivation variables on teacher-targeted aggression can 
be made. In addition, all variables were derived from adolescent self-reports. Social desirability 
bias, notably regarding the reporting of events associated with aggressive conduct against teach-
ers, may result in the phenomenon of teacher-targeted aggression being underestimated. Fur-
thermore, in order to decrease shared method variance, a multi-informant approach could be 
followed, i.e., by complementing student reports by teacher reports. Another limitation con-
cerns the items used to measure our variables of interest; future studies should employ more 
validated scales, which further increases comparability of studies conducted in this area.
 Between-school variance in the measures was very small, and since we sometimes had to 
rely on only one or two school classes to estimate school-level deprivation factors, school-level 
results are to be interpreted with caution. Another aspect concerns the relatively low explana-
tory power of the importation and deprivation variables included on both levels. Future research 
should include further variables, for example more detailed assessments of parenting and 
teacher behavior, together with violence-related attitudes of adolescents, to further explain 
teacher-targeted aggression. These limitations notwithstanding, our study outlined the rele-
vance of importation and deprivation factors on both the individual and school level for adoles-
cents’ verbal and physical teacher-targeted aggression. Using a larger student sample of ado-
lescents than available studies, our findings clearly point to the importance of self-control, harsh 
parenting, and victimization by teachers for the occurrence of teacher-targeted aggression.  
To conclude, the current study contributed to prior investigations that acknowledge the 
multilevel etiology of school violence (Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009). It demonstrated that 
strengthening adolescents’ personal and family resources, as well as training teachers to engage 
in prosocial problem-solving skills and interactions with students, either beforehand or as a 
response to teacher-targeted aggression, is of central importance for preventing teacher-targeted 
aggression.  
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4 Associations between classroom normative climate and the perpetra-
tion of teen dating violence among secondary school students 
Accepted as: Beckmann, L., Bergmann, M.C., Krieg, Y., Kliem S. (accepted): Associations 
between classroom normative climate and the perpetration of teen dating violence among sec-
ondary school students. Journal of interpersonal Violence. doi: 10.1177/0886260519888207. 
Abstract 
The aim of this study was to investigate how classroom normative climate regarding the perpe-
tration of teen dating violence (TDV) was related to adolescents’ self-reported perpetration of 
(verbal/emotional, threatening, relational, physical, and sexual) violence within romantic rela-
tionships in the previous 12 months. Based on Theory of Normative Conduct, we hypothesized 
that higher classroom-levels of TDV perpetration were associated with a higher likelihood of 
individual TDV perpetration. Data were drawn from a large survey of ninth grade students 
conducted in the state of Lower Saxony, Germany (n = 10638). From this sample, an analysis 
sample of n = 4351 students at risk was drawn (mean age: 15.0, SD: .76; 46.6% male). More 
than half (54.8%) of the at-risk sample reported engagement in any form of TDV within the 
previous 12 months, whereby rates varied considerably by the dimension of TDV. Controlling 
for a range of risk factors on the classroom level (proportion of students dependent on social 
welfare, proportion of students with migration background) and individual level (exposure to 
family violence, socio-demographic characteristics, TDV victimization, and peer- and school-
related factors), regression analyses showed that higher rates of classroom-level TDV perpetra-
tion were positively related to individual TDV perpetration. This pattern of results was observ-
able across all dimensions of TDV. Furthermore, gender-specific patterns of TDV perpetration 
were observable: Girls were more affected by classroom-levels of verbal/emotional and physi-
cal TDV than boys, while boys were more affected by classroom-levels of relational and sexual 
TDV. Results highlight the role of the wider peer context in shaping adolescent dating experi-
ences and specifically point to the relevance of the classroom ecology for the socialization of 
dating violence in adolescents. 
4.1 Introduction  
Teen dating violence (TDV) is a serious public health concern (Leen et al., 2013) that has been 
associated with an array of long-lasting adverse effects on victims and perpetrators, including 
violence in later intimate partnerships (Cui, Ueno, Gordon, & Fincham, 2013), adverse health 
outcomes (Exner-Cortens, Eckenrode, & Rothman, 2013; Foshee, Reyes, Gottfredson, Chang, 
& Ennett, 2013; Smith, Ireland, Park, Elwyn, & Thornberry, 2011), and lowered academic per-
formance (Brewer, Thomas, & Higdon, 2018; Wood, Voth Schrag, & Busch-Armendariz, 
2018). The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2014’s definition of TDV comprises 
several forms of violence including physical (e.g., hitting, pushing, beating someone up), psy-
chological (e.g., name-calling, demeaning), sexual (e.g., force a partner to engage in unwanted 
sexual acts), and stalking behaviors.              
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 Prevalence rates of TDV perpetration vary considerably by the type of aggression, refer-
ence period, and cultural setting, although most extant studies focus on physical TDV (e.g., 
Capaldi & Owen, 2001; Nocentini et al., 2011; Viejo, Monks, Sánchez, & Ortega-Ruiz, 2016). 
In a recent meta-analysis by Wincentak, Connolly, and Card (2017), average prevalence rates 
for TDV among adolescents (aged 13 to 18 years) were reported around 20% for physical TDV 
(range: 1% to 61%), and 9 % for sexual TDV (range: 1% to 54%). Within European community 
samples of adolescents, prevalence rates for TDV perpetration are estimated around 30%, and 
for victimization around 14-23% (Hird, 2000; Kliem, Baier, & Bergmann, 2018; van Ouytsel, 
Ponnet, & Walrave, 2017; Viejo et al., 2016).           
 For several decades, researchers have sought to gain a greater understanding of the devel-
opmental antecedents to later perpetration of violence in romantic relationships among adoles-
cents. Relying on theoretical frameworks such as social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) or the 
developmental-interactional model of romantic-partner directed aggression (Capaldi & Gor-
man-Smith, 2003), the majority of studies have focused on family-of-origin factors of TDV 
(Olsen, Parra, & Bennett, 2010). More specifically, extensive research of both cross-sectional 
and longitudinal nature has established a relationship between TDV and adverse family envi-
ronments (such as poverty, parent-to-child aggression, and exposure to intimate partner aggres-
sion between parents, see Chiodo et al., 2012; Foshee, Benefield, Ennett, Bauman, & Suchin-
dran, 2004; Karsberg et al., 2019; Renner & Whitney, 2012; Smith et al., 2011). Such adversi-
ties are theorized to disrupt the cognitive and social development of children, which may lead 
to potentially long-lasting detrimental effects, such as involvement in violence within other 
types of social relationships. According to social learning theory, adolescents who grow up in 
a violent family environment are more likely to view aggressive behavior as an acceptable way 
to resolve conflicts. Through the adaption of norms legitimizing or tolerating the use of aggres-
sion, such violent acts may then be carried over into own romantic relationships.    
 Yet, TDV may not merely reflect the impact of adverse family conditions. The wider social 
context in which adolescents develop is likely to influence violent behavior in romantic rela-
tionships as well (Barth, Dunlap, Dane, Lochman, & Wells, 2004). Among these, peer settings 
including classrooms in schools play a crucial role for adolescents’ development. During ado-
lescence, peer relationships become more salient and provide an important platform for shaping 
individual behavior (Kiesner, Poulin, & Nicotra, 2003; Smetana, Campione-Barr, & Metzger, 
2006). Research on TDV has increasingly turned to the role of peer norms and behavior, 
whereby the focus has been on close friendships. For instance, Foshee, Benefield et al. (2013) 
found in their five-wave panel study of U.S. students (mean age: 14.2 years at wave one) that 
adolescents who had a greater number of friends involved in dating violence across grades 8 
through 12 reported higher levels of dating violence across that period. Ellis, Chung-Hall, and 
Dumas (2013) documented for a sample of adolescents (mean age: 15.5 years) that peer group 
relational aggression at the beginning of the school year predicted dating abuse victimization 
and perpetration, and negatively predicted relationship quality 6 months later. Reed, Silverman, 
Raj, Decker, and Miller (2011) showed that male perpetration of TDV was positively related to 
the belief that their friends had perpetrated TDV.           
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 Peer norms are likely to operate not only among self-chosen friends but also among invol-
untarily created peer groups, such as classrooms in schools (Barth et al., 2004; Juvonen & Gal-
van, 2010; Müller, Hofmann, Fleischli, & Studer, 2016). Within classrooms, students are to-
gether with both close friends and a broader network of similarly situated peers (Giordano, 
Kaufman, Manning, & Longmore, 2015). Although the classroom has long been recognized as 
a significant context in which aggressive norms and behaviors can be learned, features of the 
peer ecology at the classroom level have so far received little attention for explaining violent 
behavior within adolescent intimate relationships (Müller et al., 2016). In particular, still little 
is known about the role that classmates’ violent norms in relation to the perpetration of TDV 
may exert on own violent dating behavior. A further shortcoming is that most extant studies on 
the role of classroom peers for the perpetration of violent behavior investigated the effects 
among children but not adolescents (e.g., Henry et al., 2000). This is surprising, seeing that 
mid-adolescence represents a crucial developmental period in which both romantic relation-
ships start to form and peer influence increases (Brown & Bakken, 2011; Miller-Johnson & 
Costanzo, 2004). 
4.2 The Role of Classroom Normative Climate for Individual TDV Perpe-
tration  
The classroom provides a relevant site for adolescents’ social interaction since classmates spend 
most of their time together and share the same social space, experiences and developmental 
tasks. The Theory of Normative Conduct (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990; Cialdini & Trost, 
1998) emphasizes the importance of social normative influence in affecting behavior. Social 
norms comprise “the rules and standards that are understood by members of a group, and that 
guide and/or constrain social behavior without the force of laws” (Cialdini & Trost, 1998, 
p. 152). The Theory of Normative Conduct contends that norms become effective for action 
when they are salient within a given context, and individuals will act in accordance with socially 
normative behavior only when their attention is focused on the behavior that is occurring or that 
is commonly accepted (Cialdini et al., 1990). Thus, individual violent behavior is likely to differ 
as a function of the group norm for such behavior, indicated by the presence of that behavior 
within the group. Classroom peers may serve as reinforcers and models of behavior when that 
behavior is highly prevalent within the classroom, while it may be inhibited when such behavior 
is absent or not frequently perpetrated (Barth et al., 2004; Snyder et al., 2005).   
 Since TDV typically occurs within the private sphere of romantic relationships, it is less 
frequent and visible at school than aggressive or disruptive behavior toward peers (Giordano et 
al., 2015). Nevertheless, classmates are likely to function as relevant frames of reference that 
shape individual aggression norms beyond the immediate school context. Most notably, TDV 
may be observed in school or during extracurricular activities with classmates. Furthermore, 
the communication surrounding TDV (such as gossip or storytelling about a particular incident) 
may contribute to the adolescents’ understanding about its meaning (see Eder, 1995), prompting 
‘carry-over effects’ into own relationships (Giordano et al., 2015). Over the past years, a num-
ber of studies have investigated the role of classroom violent norms on individual antisocial 
behavior (Kuppens, Grietens, Onghena, Michiels, & Subramanian, 2008; LeBlanc, Swisher, 
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Vitaro, & Tremblay, 2008; Thomas, Bierman, & Powers, 2011). Most studies focused, how-
ever, on aggressive and disruptive behavior among kindergarten and primary school children 
(Barth et al., 2004; Henry et al., 2000; Müller et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 2011). In contrast, 
there is little research on adolescent samples (Dishion & Tipsord, 2011). As an important ex-
ception, Müller et al. (2016) found among a sample of seventh graders that classmates’ levels 
of aggression and delinquency influenced individual antisocial behavior, controlling for other 
peer influences.                  
 Scant research has focused on the specific link between classroom TDV norms and indi-
vidual TDV perpetration. In their International Dating Study conducted among college stu-
dents, Straus and Savage (2005) used aggregated intimate-partner violence (IPV) predictors of 
individual IPV outcomes. They found that attending a university with a high level of dating 
violence was positively associated with IPV perpetration at the individual level. Using data on 
955 adolescents across 32 schools (mean age: 15.4 years), Giordano et al. (2015) examined the 
effect of variations in school context on TDV perpetration while taking into account parental, 
peer, and demographic factors. They found that net of parents’ and friends’ use of violence, the 
normative climate of schools (measured as aggregate levels of reports of TDV) was a significant 
predictor of respondents’ own violence perpetration. However, this study focused solely on 
physical TDV, although other forms of TDV are also common in adolescence (Kliem et al., 
2018).                     
 Although the inverse relationship of individual TDV perpetration affecting classroom-level 
TDV perpetration is possible, there is some empirical evidence for the hypothesized relation-
ship of classroom contexts shaping individual violent behavior. For example, Kellam, Ling, 
Merisca, Brown, and Ialongo (1998) showed in their 6-year longitudinal study that highly ag-
gressive first grade boys in highly aggressive classrooms had an increased likelihood of being 
equally aggressive in sixth grade compared to similarly aggressive children in non-aggressive 
first grade classrooms. Analyzing how the previous years’ classroom environment explained 
teacher ratings of fifth grade student aggressive behavior in a normative sample of 589 boys 
and girls, Barth et al. (2004) did not find any influence of the fourth grade classroom environ-
ment on adolescents’ aggressive behavior. They showed, however, that children with problem-
atic behaviors in fourth grade showed a greater increase in problem behavior if they were placed 
in poorer fifth grade classroom environments. More research is needed on the specific role of 
classrooms to test the effect of peer environments on violent dating behavior during the sensi-
tive developmental period of adolescence. 
4.3 Cross-Domain Risk Factors Related to TDV 
A comprehensive understanding of the role of classroom norms in relation to TDV requires the 
assessment of the broader social environment within which romantic relationships develop. As 
noted above, witnessing intimate partner violence among parents and exposure to child abuse 
are well-known family risk factors for later intimate partner violence (Foshee et al., 2011; Ren-
ner & Whitney, 2012). Furthermore, low family socio-economic status has been associated with 
higher perpetration of TDV (Lewis & Fremouw, 2001), as well as growing up in single-parent 
households (Foshee et al., 2008).              
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 With regard to individual demographic factors, available data suggest a curvilinear rela-
tionship with age, at least with regard to physical TDV: While perpetration rates increase be-
ginning from early adolescence (Johnson, Giordano, Manning, & Longmore, 2014), they have 
been found to decline by the end of adolescence and reach even lower levels in young adulthood 
(Foshee et al., 2009; Halpern, Oslak, Young, Martin, & Kupper, 2001). Findings on gender-
specific rates of TDV perpetration are somewhat inconclusive. In general, research has shown 
that male and female adolescents report comparable TDV perpetration and exposure to victim-
ization, although they perpetrate and experience TDV differently. While it is established that 
boys have a higher propensity to engage in more severe forms of TDV (Muñoz-Rivas, Graña, 
O'Leary, & González, 2007), some studies find higher physical perpetration rates in girls com-
pared to boys (Haynie et al., 2013; O'Leary, Smith Slep, Avery-Leaf, & Cascardi, 2008), which 
also applies to verbal aggression (Haynie et al., 2013).         
 Considering that migration background constitutes an important risk factor for physical 
aggression among adolescents in Germany (Rabold & Baier, 2011; Windzio & Baier, 2009), 
ethnic minority status may also be a risk factor for TDV perpetration, reflecting potential dif-
ferences in gender roles and cultural normativeness of violence perpetration. Some findings 
from the U.S. context for example indicate higher perpetration rates of TDV by ethnic and racial 
minority groups compared to non-Hispanic Caucasian adolescents (e.g., Connolly, Friedlander, 
Pepler, Craig, & Laporte, 2010; Foshee, Reyes, McNaughton, & Susan, 2010).   
 Peer- and school-related factors suggested as risk markers for TDV during adolescence 
include low school connectedness and lower grades (Chiodo et al., 2012), as well as association 
with physically aggressive friends (Ellis et al., 2013). Furthermore, lower academic track class-
rooms are often characterized by more disruptive and antisocial behaviors among students than 
are higher tracks, also reflecting disadvantaged socio-economic positions (Rabold & Baier, 
2011). Finally, research has established significant bidirectionality in TDV involvement (Cut-
ter-Wilson & Richmond, 2011; Renner & Whitney, 2012; Teten, Ball, Valle, Noonan, & Ros-
enbluth, 2009), with TDV victimization being an important risk factor of TDV perpetration and 
vice versa. Renner and Whitney (2012) found for example the percentage of bidirectional vio-
lence (54.0%) being greater than unidirectional violence (21.4% perpetration-only; 24.6% vic-
timization-only). Such symmetrical relationships have also been found in adult samples (Straus, 
2011).  
4.4 This Study 
Addressing an important gap in the literature, we investigated how the normative climate of 
secondary school classrooms is related to adolescents’ self-reported TDV perpetration. Based 
on the Theory of Normative Conduct, we hypothesized the following: The higher the classroom 
mean of TDV perpetration, the more such behavior will be reported by an individual. In class-
rooms where TDV is viewed as an acceptable behavior (represented by high aggregate mean 
levels of TDV), students are hypothesized to adopt more strongly to such norms and emulate 
similar behavior in their own romantic relationships. According to the conceptualization of 
Cialdini et al. (1990), the classroom mean of a certain behavior can be considered a descriptive 
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norm that indicates a tendency of group behavior. Classmates are believed to affect own in-
volvement in TDV by functioning as a relevant frame of reference for individual action. In 
order to be better able to isolate the role of classroom norms, we additionally controlled for 
several theoretically and empirically derived risk factors of aggressive behavior in adolescents 
(sociodemographic background, exposure to family violence, TDV victimization, as well as 
peer- and school-related factors). Recognizing the importance of the broader classroom envi-
ronment within which norms about TDV are likely to develop, we also took into account further 
aspects of classroom composition (proportion of students dependent on social welfare, propor-
tion of students with migration background). Finally, we tested for gender effects in the norma-
tive role of classroom environment by the inclusion of two-way interaction terms between the 
classroom TDV measures and sex. 
 
4.5 Materials and Methods 
4.5.1 Data and Participants 
Data stem from a large school survey conducted in the spring of 2015 among ninth grade stu-
dents in Lower Saxony, Germany (Bergmann, Baier, Rehbein, & Mößle, 2017). The survey 
recorded victimizations and perpetratorships of violence and delinquency as well as their influ-
encing factors. It was authorized by the state school authorities of Lower Saxony and conducted 
in compliance with the ethical standards defined in the declaration of Helsinki (World Medical 
Association Declaration of Helsinki, 2013). These included informed consent, strict anonymity 
concerning data generation and processing as well as confidentiality of the research team in all 
stages of the project.                  
 In order to construct the sample, the research team employed a stratified random sampling 
procedure (according to school type). A total of K = 672 school classes were drawn from all 
classes of the ninth grade taught in the school year 2014/2015 in Lower Saxony (with the ex-
ception of special needs schools with another focus than learning). Since some school principals 
and teachers refused to participate, the final class sample was reduced to k = 545 school classes 
(corresponding to a participation rate of 81.4% at class level). Of the N = 12650 targeted stu-
dents from these school classes, n = 10638 took part in the survey (corresponds to a participation 
rate of 84.1% at student level). The reasons for non-participation were illness (n = 905), lack of 
parental consent (n = 434), own refusal (n = 255), non-usability (n = 51) and other reasons (n = 
367; e.g., rewriting of class tests, participation in school events). The research team contacted 
the school principals, teachers, and parents in the form of a letter informing about the content 
and scope of the study. All of them could decline participation, while parents were required to 
sign and return a form if they consent for their child to participate in the survey. In addition, 
teachers, parents and students were informed about the voluntary and anonymous nature of the 
survey. Students had the right to refuse participation themselves, or the answering of single 
items. They filled out self-administered written questionnaires anonymously and voluntarily in 
their school class in the presence of a teacher and an instructed test leader (about 90 minutes). 
All measures were deemed suitable for migrant students and students in lower school tracks in 
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terms of language, since item formulations were easy to understand and culture-unspecific. Due 
to the fact that potentially traumatic events (child abuse, witnessing domestic violence, dating 
violence and victimization) were surveyed, the test leaders were equipped with the contact de-
tails of the trust teachers in the respective schools as well as with the number of a telephone 
chaplain in order to address potential consultancy needs of students. 
 
4.5.2 Measures 
Dependent variables 
Teen-Dating-Violence. To measure TDV perpetration, a German translation of the short form 
of the Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory (CADRI, Wolfe et al., 2001), the 
CADRI-S, was used. The instrument includes comprises 10 items from the perpetrator’s and 
victim’s perspective, including the five scales of emotional violence, threats, relational vio-
lence, physical violence and sexual violence (Fernández-González, Wekerle, & Goldstein, 
2012). The four-step answer format contained the answer possibilities never (1), once or twice 
(2), three to five times (3) and 6 times or more often (4). In the development study, Fernández-
González et al. (2012) found an appropriate internal consistency for the CADRI-S (Cronbach’s 
α = .85; in the present study α = .72 from the perpetrator’s perspective) as well as pronounced 
correlations (rtt = .80 to .91 for the total sample [high school]) with the long form. To build the 
five TDV measures, we took the mean score across the two items belonging to each dimension.  
 
Key Independent Variables: Individual-Level 
Parent-to-child physical aggression was assessed by a retrospective and short German version 
of the Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979). Adolescents reported the frequency of their 
mother’s and/or father’s use of physical violence against them before the age of twelve, indi-
cating how often they had been “slapped or spanked”, “pushed, grabbed or shoved”, “thrown 
something at”, “hit with something”, “hit with a fist or kicked”, or “beaten up”. Response op-
tions were never (1), once or twice (2), three to twelve times (3), several times a month (4), 
once a week (5), several times a week (6). For each item, we constructed a new variable based 
on the highest value reported across both parents. Then, a mean scale of parent-to-child physical 
violence was built (Cronbach’s α = .88).              
 Parent-to-child verbal aggression was measured by two items assessing how often re-
spondents were called “silly, ugly, fat or other things like that” by their parents, and how often 
parents said “other hurtful or insulting things” to them. Items were measured on a five-point 
scale with the answer categories never (1), seldom (2), sometimes (3), often (4), and very often 
(5). In a first step, we built a new variable based on the highest value given across both parents 
for each item. In a second step, we constructed a mean scale of parent-to-child verbal violence 
across the two items (Cronbach’s α = .83).  
Interparental physical aggression was measured by two items assessing the extent to 
which students observed physical acts of aggression between their parents within the past 12 
months. The items assessed how often “one parent pushed the other around or shook him/her 
hard”, and how often “parents beat each other up”. Answer categories were never (1), once or 
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twice (2), three to twelve times (3), several times a month (4), once a week (5) and several times 
a week (6). Across these items, a mean scale was constructed (Cronbach’s α = .81).  
Interparental verbal aggression was assessed by the mean score across two items 
(“There was friction between my parents” and “I have seen my parents argue out loud”) that 
referred to the past 12 months before the survey, using the same answer categories as interpa-
rental physical violence (Cronbach’s α =. 81).  
 
Key Independent Variables: Classroom-Level 
Classroom-level rates of TDV perpetration were obtained by aggregating individual responses 
to TDV perpetration. This was done by constructing a mean score across all individuals within 
the same classroom. Classmates’ reports about the use of violence toward romantic partners 
were derived from the measures described in the dependent variables section. The proportions 
of male students, students with migration background, and students dependent on social welfare 
were calculated from the respective dummy variables on the individual level (each variable 
ranging between 0 and 1) for all students within the same classroom. For the classroom-level 
measure of migration background all students with an ethnic background other than German 
were merged into a single category. 
 
Control Variables 
Sociodemographic indicators included age (in years), sex (0 = female, 1 = male), ethnic back-
ground, including the two largest migrant groups in Lower Saxony (four dummy variables: 
German, Turkish, Former Soviet Union/Eastern European, and Other, whereby German served 
as the contrast category), single parent-household (0 = no, 1 = yes), social welfare dependence 
(0 = no, 1 = yes), and school type. After four years of primary school, students in the German 
educational system are tracked within different vertically stratified types of secondary educa-
tion. Hauptschule and Förderschule (special needs schools) represent lower secondary educa-
tion, which are in the following defined as ‘low’ school type (1), while Realschule (referring to 
intermediate secondary school) and integrated secondary schools (Gesamtschule, Oberschule 
and integrierte Haupt- und Realschule) are referred to as ‘medium’ school type (2). Finally, 
students with higher achievement levels are enrolled in a higher level of secondary education, 
the Gymnasium, which leads to upper secondary education. This is defined as ‘high’ school 
type (3). Respondents were considered to have a migration background (0 = no, 1 = yes) if they 
or their parents had a citizenship other than German or if they or their parents were born in a 
country other than Germany.                
 The reported frequency of TDV victimization within the previous 12 months was assessed 
in the same way as TDV perpetration, i.e., with identical items and answer categories, except 
that the items were formulated form the victim’s perspective. 
Association with physically aggressive friends was assessed by the mean score across two 
items asking for the number of friends who had “beaten and hurt another person” and who had 
“taken something from someone by force” in the previous 12 months (Cronbach’s α = .72). 
Answer categories were zero (1), one (2), two (3), three to five (4), six to ten (5), and more than 
ten (6). 
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The measure of school connectedness consisted of a mean scale built across six items 
that belonged to two subscales assessing students’ attitudes toward school and the extent to 
which there was a feeling of togetherness between classmates (“I like going to school”, “I really 
like it at my school”, “We stick together in my class”, “if a classmate is in a bad way, we’ll take 
care of him”, “In case of dispute, we try to solve problems together”, and “I have great faith in 
my classmates”, Cronbach’s α of .79). Answer categories were disagree (1), hardly agree (2), 
rather agree (3), strongly agree (4).               
 Low school achievement was assessed by the average grade points that students reported 
for the subjects German, mathematics, history, and biology for the last semester (from 1 = very 
good to 6 = failing). Cronbach’s α for this measure was .71. In addition, we controlled for class 
size (ranging between 3 and 31 students). 
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Table 1. Individual and Classroom-Level Characteristics by Self-Reported TDV Perpetration. 
Variable 
TDV Perpetration  
Yes (n = 2179) 
TDV Perpetration 
  No (n = 1795) 
Total (n = 3974) 
 Mean SD % Mean SD % Mean SD % 
Dependent variables          
TDV perpetration – verbal/emotional a 1.52 .69        
TDV perpetration – threatening a 1.05 .26        
TDV perpetration – relational a 1.07 .26        
TDV perpetration – physical a 1.08 .32        
TDV perpetration – sexual a 1.02 .16        
          
Individual-Level Independent Variables          
Parent-to-child physical aggression b, c 1.35   .66  1.21   .51  1.29   .60  
Parent-to-child verbal aggression b, c 1.81 1.08  1.50   .91  1.67  1.02  
Interparental physical aggression a, c 1.12   .50  1.06   .35  1.09    .44  
Interparental verbal aggression a, c 2.47 1.35  2.08 1.23  2.29  1.31  
      
Classroom-Level Independent Variables      
Proportion of students dependent on  
social welfare c 
.10 .12  .09 .11  .10 .12  
Proportion of students with migration 
background c 
.26 .18  .24 .17  .25 .17  
TDV perpetration – verbal/emotional  a, c 1.58 .29  1.43 .25  1.51 .28  
TDV perpetration – threatening a, c 1.06 .12  1.04 .09  1.05 .11  
TDV perpetration – relational a, c 1.08 .12  1.05 .08  1.07 .11  
TDV perpetration – physical a, c 1.09 .14  1.06 .11  1.08 .13  
TDV perpetration – sexual a, c 1.02 .07  1.01 .05  1.02 .06  
          
Control variables           
Age c 15.1 .78  14.9 .73  15.0 .76  
Sex (1 = male) c   38.4   52.7   44.8 
Ethnicity c          
German   70.7   78.7   74.3 
Turkish     4.5     3.1     3.9 
Former Soviet Union/Eastern European   12.0     8.8   10.6 
Other   12.8     9.3   11.2 
Single-parent household c   25.7   20.8   23.5 
Social welfare dependence c   12.5    7.3   10.1 
School type e          
Low      12.2      9.8    11.1 
Medium    65.0    64.6    64.9 
High     22.8    25.6    24.1 
Association with phys. aggr. friends c  1.62 .99  1.32   .71  1.48    .89  
School connectedness c  2.51   .62  2.69   .62  2.59    .63  
Low school achievement e  3.12   .67  3.07   .70  3.10    .69  
TDV victimization a, c    2.01   .75  1.11   .32  1.60   .75  
Class size d 20.47 5.43  20.94 5.29  20.68 5.38  
a in the last 12 months; b prior to age 12; c difference between the groups significant at p < .001; d difference between the 
groups significant at  p < .01;  e difference between the groups significant at  p < .05; only students at-risk with valid 
data are shown; data are unweighted. 
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4.6 Analytical Strategy 
For the following analyses, only respondents who had a partner in the last 12 months were 
included (sample at risk). Of the 10326 students with valid information on the initial question 
of whether or not they ever had a boyfriend or girlfriend, a total of 6638 (64.3%) answered yes. 
The average age at which the first relationship was established was at 12.6 years (SD = 2.0). Of 
all respondents who had ever been in a dating relationship, 2287 did not have a partner in the 
last 12 months. Dropping these cases reduced the sample at risk to 4351 students (mean age = 
15.0, SD = .76; 46.6% male).   
In a first step, descriptive statistics for the study variables based on whether or not respond-
ents reported TDV perpetration within the context of their current or most recent romantic re-
lationship will be presented (Table 1). Of all valid cases, 54.8% (n = 2179) reported TDV per-
petration within the previous 12 months, while 45.2% (n = 1795) reported no TDV perpetration. 
T-tests for independent samples and chi-square tests were employed to test for significant dif-
ferences between the groups. In a second step, spearman correlations between the study varia-
bles will be presented (Table 2), followed by the results of linear regression models (Table 3). 
In the regression models, missing data were addressed by using full-information maximum 
likelihood (FIML) estimation within the SEM-command of Stata 14.2. To account for the hier-
archical data structure of students nested within classrooms, we employed clustered robust 
standard errors. Control variables and key independent variables were added in a hierarchical 
fashion: In a first step, TDV was regressed on the set of control variables. In a second step, we 
added the four family violence measures. Third, the aggregated classroom mean of TDV per-
petration was included for each TDV dimension separately, together with the other measures 
of classroom composition. At the classroom level, variables of classroom normative climate 
were mean-centered, allowing for a clearer interpretation of the coefficients. To evaluate the 
explanatory power of each model, the amount of variance explained as well as the changes in 
the explained variance were considered for each step in the regression. 
 
4.7 Results  
Prevalence of TDV Perpetration  
Prevalence rates of TDV perpetration within the past 12 months varied considerably by the 
specific dimension of TDV (51.8% verbal/emotional violence (n = 2055), 4.8% threatening (n 
= 189), 8.8% relational violence (n = 348), 8.7% physical violence (n = 344), 1.6% sexual 
violence (n = 64). Boys most frequently reported perpetration of verbal/emotional violence 
(42.7%, n = 760), followed by relational violence (10.9%, n = 193), physical violence (4.8%, n 
= 85), threatening (3.7%, n = 65), and sexual violence (2.6%, n = 46). A similar pattern was 
observed for females, although perpetration rates were somewhat higher compared to boys, 
except for relational and sexual TDV (verbal/emotional: 59.0%, n = 1290; physical: 11.9%, n 
= 259; relational: 7.1%, n = 155; threatening: 5.7%, n = 124; sexual: 0.8%, n = 18). Chi-square 
tests indicated that all rates significantly differed across sex (pall ≤ .01).      
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 Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the study variables based on whether or not re-
spondents reported TDV perpetration within their romantic relationships in the previous 12 
months (only respondents with valid data). Among those having perpetrated TDV, parent-to-
child physical and verbal aggression as well as interparental physical and verbal aggression 
were higher than in the non-perpetration group. Furthermore, the perpetrator sample scored 
higher on TDV victimization, association with physically aggressive friends and low school 
achievement, while it scored significantly lower on school connectedness. With regard to class-
room-level indicators we find that the average scores of TDV perpetration were significantly 
higher in the TDV perpetration group across dimensions. In addition, TDV perpetration was 
slightly more common in in school classes with a larger proportion of students dependent on 
social welfare, as well as in school classes with a larger proportion of students with migration 
background. 
 
Zero-Order Correlations 
Table 2 presents the results of zero-order correlations between the major study variables. We 
employed spearman correlations in order to handle non-normal distributions of the variables. 
All dependent TDV variables were positively correlated with each other, whereby the strongest 
correlation was observed between physical TDV and threatening (r = .439, p < .001), and weak-
est between verbal TDV and sexual TDV (r = .099, p < .001). Individual TDV perpetration was 
significantly related to classroom-level TDV perpetration, whereby associations were strongest 
within each specific dimension of TDV. All family aggression measures were positively but in 
most cases rather weakly correlated with individual TDV perpetration. Interparental ver-
bal/emotional aggression and sexual TDV were, however, uncorrelated with each other. The 
strongest associations appeared between verbal/emotional TDV and exposure to family vio-
lence (from r = .107, p < .001 with interparental verbal aggression to r = .198, p < .001with 
parent-to-child verbal aggression). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P a g e  | 171 
 
 
 
Table 2. Spearman Correlations Between Study Variables. 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. TDV Perp. – verbal/emotional               
2. TDV Perp. – threatening  .291***              
3. TDV Perp. – relational  .184*** .166***             
4. TDV Perp. – physical  .332*** .439*** .155***            
5. TDV Perp. – sexual .099*** .218*** .124*** .151***           
6. PCPA .192*** .137*** .116*** .164*** .079***          
7. PCVA .198*** .105*** .078*** .142*** .056*** .508***         
8. IPA .107*** .088*** .045*** .111*** .089*** .238*** .201***        
9. IVA .171*** .059*** .066*** .092*** .031 .252*** .290*** .297***       
10. Class .TDV Perp. – verbal/emotional .365*** .168*** .094*** .163*** .058*** .129*** .104*** .070***  .058***      
11. Class. TDV Perp. – threatening .133*** .351*** .082*** .183*** .111*** .062*** .042** .052*** -.002 .429***     
12. Class. TDV Perp. – relational .102*** .092*** .352*** .076*** .059*** .069*** .045** .040* .005 .268*** .244***    
13. Class. TDV Perp. – physical .150*** .178*** .061*** .357*** .074*** .072*** .048** .063*** .005 .427*** .510*** .189***   
14. Class. TDV Perp. – sexual .067*** .123*** .082*** .087*** .354*** .055*** .034* .044* .012 .176*** .345*** .197*** .236***  
15. Sex (1 = male) -.176*** -.046** .068*** -.124*** .070*** -.086*** -.137*** -.066*** -.165*** -.019 .028 .046** .002 .029 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; pairwise correlations are shown, data are unweighted. Class. = Classroom-level; PCPA = Parent-to-child physical aggression; PCVA = Parent-to-child verbal 
aggression; Perp. = Perpetration; IPA = Interparental physical aggression; IVA = Interparental verbal aggression. 
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Linear Regression Models on TDV Perpetration 
Table 3 shows the results of linear regression models with TDV perpetration (verbal/emotional, 
threatening, relational, physical, and sexual) as the dependent variable. Intra-class correlations 
(ICC) ranged from .008 (sexual TDV) to .037 (verbal/emotional TDV), indicating that a sub-
stantial part of the variance in TDV was located between classrooms. In Step 1, TDV perpetra-
tion was regressed on the control variables. The results show that TDV victimization was the 
strongest correlate of self-reported TDV perpetration in each model (from ß = .146 in the model 
on sexual TDV to ß = .698 in the model on verbal/emotional TDV, all p < .001). In all models 
except the one on verbal/emotional TDV, the second strongest correlate of TDV perpetration 
was association with physically aggressive friends, whereby the strongest link was found for 
threatening (ß = .179, p < .001), followed by relational (ß = .142, p < .001) and physical (ß = 
.118, p < .001) dating violence. Surprisingly, lower school achievement was associated with 
less relational TDV, while being in a larger school class was related to less threatening, rela-
tional, and physical TDV.                 
 With regard to socio-demographic factors, verbal/emotional TDV and threatening signifi-
cantly increased with age. An inconsistent pattern of results was found regarding sex, with ver-
bal/emotional and physical TDV being more often perpetrated by females, whereas relational 
and sexual TDV were more strongly associated with male sex. Being of Turkish ethnic back-
ground was a significant correlate of threatening, while Eastern European/former Soviet Union 
and other ethnic origin were significantly associated with higher verbal/emotional TDV. Fi-
nally, social welfare dependence was positively related to physical TDV perpetration. A com-
parison of the explained variance across models revealed that the control variables together 
explained a great deal of the variation in verbal/emotional TDV (R² = .561) but only a little 
amount of variation in the model on sexual TDV (R² = .052).         
 In Step 2, the key independent variables of violence exposure in the family were entered. 
The results showed that parent-to-child physical aggression was significantly related to rela-
tional TDV (b = .043, ß = .099, p < .001), while all other aggression variables were not signif-
icantly associated with TDV perpetration. If one compares the change of variance each model 
accounted for from Step 2 to 3, there were only small improvements in model fit, which were 
overall not statistically significant. However, parent-to-child physical aggression significantly 
increased model fit in the model on relational TDV when considered alone (p < .01).  
 Results of Step 3 demonstrated that classroom-level TDV perpetration was significantly 
and strongly related to individual TDV perpetration across dimensions. As can be seen from 
the standardized coefficients, classroom-level TDV was a substantially stronger correlate than 
the individual-level characteristics, except for TDV victimization in the case of verbal/emo-
tional TDV perpetration. Furthermore, a higher share of classmates dependent on social welfare 
significantly decreased relational and physical TDV perpetration, while larger proportions of 
students with migration background were associated with lower TDV perpetration across mod-
els. The percentage of explained variation in the dependent variables significantly increased in 
Step 3 across models (pall < .001), whereby the strongest increase was found for relational TDV.
 In Step 4, we added two-way interaction terms between classroom-level TDV perpetration 
and respondents’ sex. The negative interaction terms in the models on verbal and physical TDV 
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indicate that a higher share of classroom-level TDV for these dimensions was more strongly 
associated with individual-level TDV perpetration for girls than boys. In contrast, the positive 
interaction terms in the case of relational and sexual TDV show that boys were more strongly 
affected by classroom norms favoring these types of dating violence than girls. The amount of 
additional variation explained by the interaction term was significant in all models except the 
one on threatening (p < .01). The four significant interactions were also plotted graphically (see 
Figure 1), depicting the respective regression slopes at low (mean - 1 SD), medium (mean), and 
high (mean + 1 SD) levels of classroom TDV by sex.  
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Table 3. Linear Regression Models Predicting TDV Perpetration With Individual and Classroom-Level Factors.  
 Verbal/Emotional Threatening  Relational  Physical  Sexual  
Control variables (Step 1) b ß b ß b ß b ß b ß 
  Age    .027*   .030*   .012*   .034*  -.002  -.006   .001   .002   .003   .016 
  Sex (1 = male)  -.118***  -.086*** -.007  -.014   .050***   .095***  -.044***  -.069***   .021**   .066** 
  Ethnicity (Reference = German)           
      Turkish   .083   .024   .097*   .073*  -.018  -.013   .077   .047  -.001  -.001 
      Former Soviet Union/Eastern Europe   .077*   .034*   .009   .010   .005   .006   .029   .028  -.008  -.015 
      Other   .066*   .030* -.003  -.004   .011   .014  -.001  -.001   .012  .024 
  Single-parent household   .009   .006   .000   .001   .009   .015  -.015  -.020  -.004  -.011 
  Social welfare dependence   .032   .014   .018   .021   .033   .038   .066*   .063*  -.000  -.000 
  School type (Reference = High)           
       Low  -.019  -.009   .005   .006  -.021  -.025   .026   .026  -.011  -.022 
       Medium  -.027  -.019 -.005  -.009  -.016*  -.030*   .003   .004  -.001  -.002 
  TDV victimization    .637***   .698***   .083***   .238***   .083***   .238***   .119***   .280***   .032***   .146*** 
  Association with physically aggressive friends   .059***   .076***   .053***   .179***   .042***   .142***   .042***  .118***   .021**   .116** 
  School connectedness   -.025  -.023 -.009  -.022  -.000  -.000  -.010  -.020  -.007  -.027 
  Low school achievement  -.006  -.006 -.013  -.034  -.017*  -.044*  -.010  -.021  -.007  -.030 
  Class size  -.002  -.019 -.003**  -.058**  -.002*  -.043*  -.002*  -.039*  -.001  -.031 
R²   .561    .133    .104    .139    .052  
Individual-Level Variables (Step 2)           
  Parent-to-child physical aggression   .011   .010   .014   .032  .043**   .099**   .023   .044  -.003  -.003 
  Parent-to-child verbal aggression  -.006  -.008   .002   .006  -.007  -.028   .007   .023  -.002  -.002 
  Interparental physical aggression  -.023  -.015   .007   .012  -.001  -.001   .018   .024   .023   .023 
  Interparental verbal aggression    .002   .004 -.009  -.043   .001   .006  -.004  -.016  -.004  -.004 
R²   .561    .135    .110      .142    .055  
ΔR²   .000    .002    .006    .003    .003  
Classroom-Level Variables (Step 3)           
  Proportion of students dependent on social welfare  -.097  -.017 -.020  -.009  -.055*  -.025*  -.070*  -.026*  -.021  -.015 
  Proportion of students with migration background  -.149**  -.038** -.060***  -.040***  -.035*  -.023*  -.068***  -.037***  -.016*  -.017* 
  Verbal/Emotional TDV    .473***   .193***         
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  Threatening TDV      .874***   .367***       
  Relational TDV        .902***   .378***     
  Physical TDV          .882***   .357***   
  Sexual TDV            .965***   .355*** 
R²   .591    .254    .245    .256    .177  
ΔR²   .030***    .119***    .135***    .114***    .122***  
Two-way interaction terms (Step 4)         
  
  Verbal/Emotional TDV x male -.189**  -.214**         
  Threatening TDV x male   -.128  -.257       
  Relational TDV x male       .731***   1.512***     
  Physical TDV x male        -.486**  -.828**   
  Sexual TDV x male           .965**   3.033** 
R²   .592    .254    .273    .262    .211  
ΔR²   .001**    .000    .028***    .006**    .034**  
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. n = 4351 students; k = 544 school classes; TDV = Teen Dating Violence; unstandardized (b) and standardized (ß) coefficients are shown; ²-values of 
equation-level Wald tests that all coefficients are zero were significant in all models (p < .01); data are unweighted. 
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Figure 1. Simple Slopes on the Relationship Between Classroom-level TDV Perpetration and Individual TDV Perpetration by Sex. 
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4.8 Discussion  
The current study adds to the yet sparse strand of research on contextual effects of TDV among 
secondary school students by investigating how the normative climate of TDV perpetration within 
classrooms (as measured by aggregated individual reports of TDV within classrooms) shapes ado-
lescents’ own TDV perpetration. In line with our central research hypothesis, results showed that 
individual engagement in TDV perpetration was more likely if the classroom was comprised of 
students that were highly involved in dating violence. This was the case even under control of 
sociodemographic, family, peer, and school risk correlates, as well as other measures of class com-
position. The aggregated measure of classroom dating violence norms was the strongest correlate 
in each model except in the model on verbal/emotional TDV, where self-reported victimization 
was the strongest factor. Among the family and peer risk factors studied, parental physical aggres-
sion experienced during childhood as well as affiliation with physically aggressive friends were 
significant risk factors of later aggression toward dating partners. We also advanced literature on 
gender-specific patterns of TDV by demonstrating that the normative classroom context in relation 
to TDV affected boys and girls differentially. Girls were more affected by higher classroom-levels 
of verbal/emotional and physical TDV, while boys were more affected by higher classroom-levels 
of relational and sexual TDV.  
 The finding that classroom-level dating violence contributed directly to the likelihood of indi-
vidual TDV perpetration net of critical risk correlates on the individual and classroom level sup-
ports prior research on context-level effects on adolescents’ aggressive behavior in general (Müller 
et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 2011) and TDV in particular (Giordano et al., 2015). It is consistent 
with the Theory of Normative Conduct (Cialdini et al., 1990) in so far as individuals appear to act 
in accordance with socially normative behavior if such norms are particularly salient within a given 
context. The result that classroom normative climate regarding TDV perpetration is associated with 
individual TDV perpetration is also in line with social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) according 
to which behavioral norms are learned through observation and modeling. In the context of TDV 
perpetration, individuals may adopt classroom norms legitimizing or tolerating the use of this form 
of aggression and then carry it over into their own romantic relationships. This appears to be the 
case for both serious and milder forms of dating violence.  
In our study, aggregated classroom-level dating violence was in most cases even more influ-
ential than key risk factors within the family on the individual level. This demonstrates the pivotal 
role of classroom norms as an additional influence besides parents and close friends. Social learn-
ing and socialization processes are likely to be ongoing as adolescents gradually develop under-
standings about appropriate ways to behave in intimate relationships (Giordano et al., 2015). Con-
sidering the key socializing role of peers, future studies should closer examine the underlying path-
ways through which characteristics of classrooms may contribute to the development of teen dating 
violence in adolescence.                 
 The observation that classrooms with higher aggregate mean levels of TDV were related to 
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more individual TDV perpetration also supports the theory of reciprocal socialization (Cairns, 
Leung, & Cairns, 1995), which describes the bidirectional process of peers becoming more alike 
in behavioral tendencies because of their frequent interaction (Espelage, Holt, & Henkel, 2003). 
This theory would assume a reciprocal relationship between individual TDV perpetration and class-
room TDV perpetration. Future studies should use longitudinal data to address changes in TDV 
perpetration associated with changes in classroom norms.          
 In sum, our findings extend a growing body of research documenting the multifaceted nature 
of classroom peer influence on aggressive-disruptive behavior in adolescence. The impact of the 
larger peer group appears to be not only restricted to self-selected friends (e.g., Espelage, Holt, & 
Henkel, 2003) but also to the institutionally imposed peer environment of the classroom (see also 
Müller et al., 2016). It is possible that through reinforcement processes (e.g., gossip, storytelling, 
teasing), ‘localized cultural worlds’ may be created (Eder, 1995), which serve as a model for be-
havior and communication in other social contexts, and in which an individual may adopt violence-
specific attitudes and behaviors. Such social reinforcement processes within the larger peer context 
appear to continue even in situations in which a certain type of behavior is typically not directly 
observed.                    
 Our results also stress the bidirectional nature of TDV, which has already been documented in 
earlier research (Renner & Whitney, 2012). Conflicting with prior research (Chiodo et al., 2012) 
and what we hypothesized, lower school achievement was negatively related to TDV perpetration. 
Low grades may impact on the emotional well-being of students, which is likely to be associated 
with deficient networks in terms of relationship quality (Miething et al., 2016), including intimate 
partnerships. Future research might also attempt to explore the role of cultural normativeness of 
violence as well as different power relations in dating relationships among students with Turkish 
and former Soviet Union/Eastern European migration background. Such research can help identify 
certain factors that increase or decrease the risk of TDV among certain ethnic groups. Future re-
search should also more thoroughly assess the role of classroom composition in relation to low 
family SES as a risk or protective factor of TDV.  
 
4.9 Limitations 
A major limitation of this study concerns the use of cross-sectional data, which renders the identi-
fication of causal relationships between TDV and the presumed risk factors difficult. Most notably, 
we cannot fully rule out the possibility that individual TDV perpetration influences classroom-level 
TDV perpetration, rather than the hypothesized opposite way. Due to the lack of empirical evidence 
for the hypothesized causal direction, the identified positive relationship between individual and 
classroom TDV involvement may be to some degree a reflection of the fact that more aggressive 
classrooms are more likely composed of aggressive individuals. Thus, higher individual reports of 
TDV perpetration result in higher classroom-aggregated TDV. Creating average measures of norms 
or behavior within school classes is a common procedure for measuring the distribution of norms 
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in classrooms (see e.g., Beier, 2016; Bernburg & Thorlindsson, 2005). Nevertheless, it is somewhat 
problematic since its calculation also takes into account an individual’s own behavior. Conse-
quently, the measurements of individual-level TDV and classroom-level TDV are not completely 
independent. Longitudinal data would be desirable in order to have a stronger rationale for cause 
and effect and to foster empirical evidence for the hypothesized causal relationship.   
Another difficulty that results from the cross-sectional data base is the following: Although we 
relied on retrospective measures of exposure to parent-to-child aggression, responses might be af-
fected by current parent-child-relationships that overshadow previous memories and thus poten-
tially bias results. Furthermore, we relied on adolescent self-report, which could increase shared 
method variance, and may be associated with potential misreporting of TDV perpetration. In order 
to decrease social desirability bias, however, we stressed the principle of anonymity repeatedly in 
the data generating process and took care that each student filled out their questionnaire by himself 
or herself. Another shortcoming concerns the use of measures that sometimes relied on a very small 
number of items. Future studies should address this concern by employing more extensive validated 
scales.  
Although we could define the specificity of classmates’ influence by statistically controlling 
for the association with physically aggressive friends, we cannot clearly rule out the possibility that 
classroom peers are to a great extend made up of close friends. Future studies should include a 
measure on the relationship status between classroom peers, providing a more exact picture of the 
role of broader network influences. Nevertheless, the probability that the classroom is congruent 
with one’s group of close friends may not always be the case, particularly in larger classrooms. 
Still further research is needed to disentangle the influence of classroom composition from the 
effect of self-selected friends that include both classmates and outside peers (Müller et al., 2016). 
 Additionally, peer influences outside the immediate classroom context, such as the influence 
of other same-school/grade peers should be taken into consideration. Furthermore, schools differ 
in the way students are assigned to classrooms, and in the length of time classmates spend together. 
In our study, it is unclear how long the students knew one another and how many months or years 
they spent together in the same classroom. A longer time spend together would increase the signif-
icance of normative classroom climate. In future studies, it would be helpful to include data on the 
mean number of months that the adolescents spent together in their classroom.  
Finally, the study was conducted in the specific cultural context of Germany, and among 
ninth grade adolescents; these factors may affect the generalizability of results. Future studies 
should explore the role of classroom norms on TDV perpetration within different cultural or de-
mographic groups, seeing that there might be variability in classroom influence and in the cultural 
understanding of TDV perpetration. These limitations notwithstanding, the results of the present 
study extend the yet scarce evidence on classroom-level effects of violence perpetration within 
romantic relationships.  
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4.10 Implications for Practice and Intervention 
Our results have implications for efforts designed to deter or interrupt TDV. First of all, the findings 
highlight the importance of institutionally imposed peer contexts, such as classrooms in schools, 
in affecting violent dating behavior. Classrooms are often-used intervention points that are likely 
to serve as crucial socialization environments for adolescents in which a specific normative climate 
on TDV perpetration is created and cultivated. A range of school- and classroom-based interven-
tions have already been implemented that aim to reduce and prevent TDV, for example through 
classroom-based curriculum that introduce lessons for students, placement of informational posters 
in the school hallways, and policies that encourage reporting of violence (for a meta-analysis, see 
La Rue, Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott, 2017). In addition, some relationship violence prevention 
programs have been implemented on the peer level in the U.S. context, which focus on the training 
of students as potential bystanders who can step in to help diffuse risky situations, identify and 
challenge perpetrators, and assist victims (e.g., Coker et al., 2011). Our results demonstrate that 
such normative climates even have the potential to affect individual behavior outside school. The 
current results also suggest that it may be useful to target violent-free family and peer relationships 
in preventive interventions for adolescents’ perpetration of TDV. Furthermore, attachment to 
school should be addressed in prevention strategies as a potential protective factor of TDV. 
 Our results suggest furthermore that it may be useful to establish and promote gender-and type-
specific prevention and intervention services. Consistent with previous work on gender differences 
and the growing documentation of female perpetration of physical TDV (e.g., Carroll, Raj, Noel, 
& Bauchner, 2011; Haynie et al., 2013), our findings stress the need to target boys and girls differ-
ently in relation to the reduction of different types of TDV. Since we found significant gender 
differences not only with regard to prevalence but also the influence of classroom TDV norms, 
health care providers and clinicians should be sensitive toward boys and girls reacting differently 
to normative peer contexts. In particular, there appears to be a need to focus on female TDV in the 
context of high-risk peer contexts that favor verbal/emotional and physical TDV, and a need to 
focus on male behavior in the context of peer environments in which relational and sexual TDV is 
frequent. Since the explanatory power of some risk factors differed in some cases by the specific 
type of TDV (e.g., parent-to-child physical aggression, ethnic background), it would also be useful 
to promote type-specific prevention strategies.            
 Finally, due to the fact that approaches of TDV prevention are not very developed in the Ger-
man-speaking countries, the adaptation and dissemination of evidence-based prevention offers 
from the Anglo-American context is of great relevance. Reference can be made to some US pro-
grams for which proof of efficacy from randomized controlled trials (RCTs) is already available 
(DeGue et al., 2014; Koker, Mathews, Zuch, Bastien, & Mason-Jones, 2014). To conclude, the 
developmental stage of adolescence appears to be a particularly suitable phase for preventive work, 
as it can lay the foundations for future relationship competence. 
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5 Family relationships as risks and buffers in the link between parent-to-
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Violence 30(1), 1-11. doi: 10.1007/s10896-019-00048-0. First Online: 16 March 2019.4  
Abstract 
The present study examined the extent to which beneficial and hazardous family relationships al-
tered the link between childhood exposure to parent-to-child physical violence and self-reported 
adolescent-to-parent physical violence (APV). As moderating factors, current levels of family co-
hesion, family conflict, and interparental violence were assessed. Based on data from 2,490 ninth 
graders who took part in a large school survey in the federal state of Lower Saxony, Germany, 
multilevel linear probability models with interaction terms were conducted, using Stata 14.2. In 
case of significant interactions, values at 1 standard deviation above and below the mean level of 
each moderator were used to calculate the simple slopes. Regression results indicated that physical 
APV was positively related to parent-to-child physical violence. Family cohesion buffered detri-
mental effects of parent-to-child physical violence on physical APV, while family conflict exacer-
bated this link. Specifically, parent-to-child physical violence had weaker effects on physical APV 
for students who reported greater levels of family cohesion, while stronger effects were observed 
for students who reported greater levels of family conflict. Gender was not found to influence the 
strength of the moderating relationships. Both hazardous and beneficial family relationships alter 
the way childhood exposure to parental physical violence relates to adolescents’ physical aggres-
sion toward parents. For intervention purposes, special attention should be given to potential buff-
ering resources, such as cohesive family relationships. In sum, quality of family relationships de-
serve greater attention in discourse about lasting, adverse effects of childhood exposure to physical 
violence on adolescent-to-parent physical violence.  
 
5.1 Introduction 
Adolescence is a developmental period marked by significant physical, biological, and psycholog-
ical changes (Cicchetti & Rogosch, 2002). During this period, adolescents essentially redefine their 
relationships with parents by claiming autonomy and developing a more egalitarian relationship. 
This may result in increased strain and conflict within parent-adolescent-relations (Marceau, Ram, 
& Susman, 2014; Weymouth, Buehler, Zhou, & Henson, 2016) which, in one if its most severe 
forms, can manifest itself in aggressive physical acts against parents, also known as adolescent-to-
parent violence (APV). According to Gelles and Straus (1979), physical violence can be defined 
                                                          
4 Slight modifications were made to the published version of this paper.   
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as an act carried out with the intention or perceived intention of causing another person to experi-
ence physical pain or injury. Physical APV refers to a special form of within-family violence char-
acterized by the fact that adolescents physically aggress against those who should represent author-
ity and act as caregivers (Contreras & Cano, 2016). Despite its social relevance, efforts to explain 
physical adolescent-to-parent violence have only been made in recent years, resulting in physical 
APV still being a vastly understudied subtype of family violence.        
 In understanding the phenomenon of physical APV, some studies point to the specific role of 
direct violence exposure in the home. Consistent with the intergenerational transmission of vio-
lence hypothesis (Andrews, Foster, Capaldi, & Hops, 2000), research demonstrates clear positive 
links between physical APV and previous exposure to physical violence by parents (Beckmann et 
al., 2017; Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012; Margolin & Baucom, 2014; Pagani et al., 2004). For 
example, Margolin and Baucom (2014) found among a community-based U.S. sample of 93 ado-
lescents that parents’ previous physical aggression exhibited during early adolescence was associ-
ated with adolescents’ subsequent parent-directed aggression, controlling for adolescents’ sex, ex-
ternalizing behaviors, and family income. Emerging theoretical and empirical evidence on risk and 
resilience has, however, challenged this broad generalization of findings by positing that exposure 
to parental physical violence may not have similar effects for all children (Lösel & Farrington, 
2012). This has been largely due to great variations in outcomes among victims of abuse (Zielinski 
& Bradshaw, 2006). While for some, it may represent a far-reaching detrimental experience pro-
moting later aggression toward parents, for others, it does not significantly affect later aggressive 
behavior.                       
 To account for this variability, factors within the social environment of children have been 
outlined as either buffers or amplifiers of risk. Among these, the quality of family relationships 
may play an important role in changing the link between abusive parenting behavior and later APV. 
While available literature on correlates of physical APV has stressed the importance of hazardous 
and beneficial family relationships for either promoting or reducing physical APV (Calvete et al., 
2014; Ibabe & Bentler, 2016; Jaureguizar, Ibabe, & Straus, 2013), their potential of altering the 
link between exposure to parent-to-child physical violence and physical APV has been largely un-
der-researched. More specifically, there appears to be no study that has analyzed the moderating 
influence of both well-functioning and strained family relationships in the context of physical APV. 
Identifying family risks and buffers associated with physical APV is important for at least two 
reasons. First, it helps acquiring a deeper understanding of family processes associated with ag-
gression against parents. Second, closer examination of the alleviating and exacerbating influences 
that family relationships may exert on the impact of parental violence on APV will better inform 
interventions, treatments, and public policies directed toward the victimized youth and the parent 
population.                      
 Although (formerly) abusive parent-child relationships tend to co-occur with a dysfunctional 
family environment, we expect that there is still substantial variation in the degree of support, ac-
ceptance, and comfort which adolescents receive in (formerly) abusive families (Lansford et al., 
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2014). The occurrence of family violence is further embedded in a context of demographic and 
environmental factors that may influence the likelihood of both exposure to parental violence and 
perpetration of APV. Some studies have suggested that males perpetrate more frequently APV than 
females (Walsh & Krienert, 2007), while others – mostly those that involved non-clinical samples 
– found no gender differences in physically abusive behavior toward parents (Beckmann et al., 
2017; Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012). Prior research has furthermore shown that APV occurs 
disproportionally in single parent families compared to two-parent households (Izaskun Ibabe & 
Jaureguizar, 2010), and that adolescents in single-mother families tend to be slightly more exposed 
to parental violence (Baier & Rehbein, 2013). Because single-parent families generally experience 
more parenting stress and are also more likely to have decreased control capabilities meant to deter 
children from aggressive behavior, single-parent households may affect both the use of physical 
violence and APV.                   
 Some studies also demonstrated that poverty and economic disadvantage are associated with a 
greater risk of child maltreatment (Lefebvre, Fallon, van Wert, & Filippelli, 2017), and higher ag-
gression in adolescents (Greitemeyer & Sagioglou, 2016). Findings in relation to physical APV are 
somewhat inconclusive, with some studies showing no, negative, or positive effects of family SES 
on APV (for a summary of findings, see Simmons, McEwan, Purcell, & Ogloff, 2018). Since in 
Germany, lower school type is associated with a concentration of problem behaviors among the 
student body (Rabold & Baier, 2011), low school type – which may also reflect low family SES – 
might similarly be related to higher perpetration of APV. Finally, migrant students in Germany 
report higher exposure levels to parental violence as, well as higher involvement in physically ag-
gressive acts (Windzio & Baier, 2009). A prior study conducted on a student sample of 2,860 9th 
graders in Germany in the years 2013 and 2015, however, demonstrates no significant relationship 
between migration background and physical APV (Beckmann et al., 2017).       
 In general, research on physical APV is limited by small sample size (Contreras & Cano, 2014; 
McCloskey & Lichter, 2003; Nock & Kazdin, 2002), and relatively few studies rely on samples of 
adolescents drawn from the general population (Coogan, 2011; Margolin & Baucom, 2014). The 
present study used data from a large student sample in order to examine the extent to which current 
levels of family cohesion, family conflict, and interparental violence moderate the association be-
tween parent-to-child physical violence and physical APV.  Due to limited evidence which exists 
on gender-specific effects of exposure to parent-to-child physical violence on aggressive behavior 
(Cullerton-Sen et al., 2008) and APV in particular, the current study also tests for gender differ-
ences in this link.   
5.2 Family Relationships as Risks and Buffers 
There is a considerable knowledge gap concerning the role that beneficial and hazardous family 
relationships play in altering the link between parent-to-child physical violence and later APV.  
According to the risk and protective factor approach (Farrington, 2000; Lösel & Farrington, 2012), 
which has proven to be a useful explanatory framework to studying the consequences of exposure 
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to parent-to-child violence (Herrenkohl, Sousa, Tajima, Herrenkohl, & Moylan, 2008), proximate 
factors in the lives of adolescents, such as family functioning, play a decisive role for the explana-
tion of adolescent violence. In line with the main propositions of general strain theory (Agnew, 
1992, 2006), as well as stress process models (Foster & Brooks-Gunn, 2009), theoretical frame-
works on risk and protective factors posit on the one hand that individuals can draw on certain 
coping resources which may buffer the detrimental effects of family adversities, such as parent-to-
child physical abuse. According to this proposition, certain variables interact with a certain risk 
factor to nullify its effect (Farrington, 2000; Farrington, Ttofi, & Piquero, 2016), leaving the indi-
vidual ultimately unaffected, or less affected by the adverse influence. On the other hand, negative 
resources, such as strained family relationships, may alter the link between parent-to-child abuse 
and APV in significantly unhealthy ways. In this case, a process of ‘risk amplification’ takes place, 
in which experiencing a certain risk factor increases susceptibility to the negative impact of another 
risk factor. Thus, the combined experience of parent-to-child violence and strained family relation-
ships would be more devastating than experiencing either of the two alone.      
 Research has demonstrated that family functioning is likely to determine how children perceive 
and cope with abusive parenting behavior (Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Lansford et al., 2014; Si-
mons & Conger, 2007). In general, cohesive family relationships appear to be important for the 
development of prosocial behaviors in adolescents (Baumrind, 1991; Laird, Pettit, Bates, & Dodge, 
2003). A number of studies have also demonstrated protective effects of positive parent-child rela-
tionships in the context of APV (Calvete et al., 2014; Jaureguizar et al., 2013; Pagani, Larocque, 
Vitaro, & Tremblay, 2003). Ibabe and Bentler’s (2016) study of 585 Spanish adolescents, aged 
between 12 and 18, showed that family relationships marked by cohesion, low conflict, and organ-
ization both promoted prosocial behaviors among family members and reduced (physical and psy-
chological) APV. Cohesive family environments may further counter the negative lessons con-
veyed by prior parent-to-child physical violence, resulting in APV being less likely regarded as 
normative behavior. Seeing that adolescents are developmentally less equipped to handle stress 
and negative emotions (Agnew, 2006), the presence of high-quality family relationships may pro-
vide them with the necessary resources that help to alleviate the problematic effects of strain caused 
by prior exposure to parent-to-child physical violence.         
 Alternatively, adolescents may be confronted with contradicting, unclear signals from parents 
if the latter show both abusive and affectionate behavior, though at different developmental stages.  
This, as a result, may even lead to more strain (Straus, Gelles, & Smith, 1990; Straus & Smith, 
1993). For example, Lansford et al. (2014) showed for a sample of 7- to 10-year-old children across 
a range of countries that some children whose mothers were high in both warmth and corporal 
punishment, showed increased rather than decreased anxiety over time. In addition, parents may 
convey the idea that violent conduct is a normal and legitimate component of social relationships, 
commonly used toward persons to whom one entertains close bonds.         
 Studies on stress accumulation further point to the need to examine how different types of 
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violence exposure combine concurrently to affect aggressive outcomes (Turner, Shattuck, Finkel-
hor, & Hamby, 2015; Turner, Wheaton, & Lloyd, 1995), including moderating effects (Buka, Stich-
ick, Birdthistle, & Earls, 2001). Interparental violence has been outlined as an important correlate 
of parent-to-child physical violence (Osofsky, 2003), and constitutes a salient risk factor of APV 
(Contreras & Cano, 2016; Hong, Kral, Espelage, & Allen-Meares, 2012). Besides violence be-
tween parents, (non-violent) family conflict has been related to increased aggression in adolescents, 
and APV in particular (Ibabe & Bentler, 2016): Looking at the moderating role of conflictual fam-
ily relationships when explaining APV is of special relevance, since family conflict is particularly 
common during the developmental stage of mid-adolescence. To date, no prior study has assessed 
whether interparental violence and family conflict exacerbate effects of childhood exposure to par-
ent-to-child physical violence on APV during mid-adolescence. However, Buka et al. (2001) were 
able to show that domestic violence, besides family support, modified the impact of community 
exposure to violence on problematic outcomes, including aggression. The authors found that vio-
lence exposure had stronger effects for those who reported greater exposure to domestic violence.  
5.3 Research Hypotheses 
The following research questions were addressed: (1) Is childhood exposure to parental physical 
violence related to adolescents’ recent physical APV? (2) Do adolescents who were physically 
abused by parents during childhood perpetrate less physical APV if current family relationships 
are perceived as more cohesive? (3) Is the presumed detrimental impact of parent-to-child physical 
violence magnified in the presence of hazardous family relationships (i.e., higher family conflict 
and interparental violence)? From the theoretical assumptions outlined above, the following re-
search hypotheses were derived:  
H1) Childhood exposure to parent-to-child physical violence is positively related to ado-
lescent-to-parent violence. 
H2) Higher levels of family cohesion buffer detrimental effects of parent-to-child physical 
violence on APV.  
H3) Higher levels of family conflict exacerbate detrimental effects of parent-to-child phys-
ical violence on APV, and  
H4) Higher levels of exposure to interparental violence exacerbate detrimental effects of 
parent-to-child physical violence on APV.        
Although prior research on community samples indicates no significant gender differences in phys-
ically aggressive behavior toward parents (Beckmann et al., 2017), it is unknown whether family 
process variables affect the link between parent-to-child physical violence and APV equally across 
gender. The present study therefore additionally assessed whether gender influenced the strength 
of the hypothesized moderating effects of family cohesion, conflict, and interparental violence. 
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Given the paucity of relevant empirical work, and the absence of a strong theoretical rationale, 
however, no predictions about gender effects were made.  
5.4 Methods 
5.4.1   Data and Participants 
The study is based on a cross-sectional self-report school survey conducted in Lower Saxony, Ger-
many, in the school year 2016/2017. The survey was authorized by the state school authorities of 
Lower Saxony, and sampling was done based on a list requested from the Federal State Statistical 
Office which contained all school classes in the ninth grade in the respective school year in Lower 
Saxony. A stratified sampling procedure was employed, in which school classes from all types of 
general education including special schools with a focus on learning were randomly selected, so 
that they represented the actual distribution of students in different school types within Lower Sax-
ony. Before carrying out the survey, school principals were contacted in the form of a letter in-
forming about the content and scope of the study. If school principals gave their consent, parents 
were informed by a written letter before the start of the survey, in which they could agree that their 
child participates in the survey. Parents could also decline participation of their child. Students also 
had the right to refuse participation, or the answering of single items. They filled out written ques-
tionnaires anonymously and voluntarily in their school class in the presence of a teacher and an 
instructed test leader (about 90 minutes).  Those who did not participate stayed in the same class-
room and worked on a special task designed by the class teachers. The test leaders collected the 
questionnaires again at the end and sent them to the institute for data preparation and analysis. 
From the 658 selected classes, 479 took part in the study, corresponding to a total of 8,938 students. 
 Students were surveyed on several determinants of delinquent and risk-taking behavior, in-
cluding psychosocial functioning, individual attitudes and family characteristics. All measures 
were deemed suitable for migrant students and students in lower school tracks in terms of language, 
since item formulations were easy to understand and culture-unspecific. Because the questionnaire 
covered a full range of topics related to deviant and delinquent behavior, it was modularized in a 
way that one third of all participants were randomly chosen to fill out the module on adolescent-
to-parent violence. This limits the analysis sample to 2,906 respondents. For analysis, only those 
respondents were kept who had valid information on all study variables (n = 2,490 respondents). 
Participants were aged between 13 and 18 years (M = 14. 9, SD = 0.72), 52.5% were female, and 
22.4% of all respondents had a migration background (4.7% Turkish, 12.1% former Soviet Un-
ion/Eastern Europe, 10.2% other). 9.8% of respondents or their families depended on social wel-
fare.   
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5.4.2 Measurement 
Dependent variable  
Adolescent-to-parent violence (APV). To assess physical APV, three items based on a German 
short version of the Conflict Tactics Scale 1 (CTS, Straus, 1979) were employed.  To measure 
physical APV, respondents were asked how often they had (1) “pushed, grabbed or shoved” their 
parents, (2) “hit [them] with their fist or kicked [them]”, and (3) “hit [them] with something” during 
the last twelve months. Answers had to be given on a 5-point scale separately for mothers and 
fathers (1= never, 2 = once or twice, 3 = three to five times, 4 = six to ten times, 5 = more than ten 
times). In cases where there was missing information for one parent if a participant lived in a two-
parent family, information on only one parent was used. Due to relatively low prevalence rates 
concerning the physical APV variable, this variable was dichotomized so that respondents were 
coded 0 if they had reported no violent act and 1 if they had reported at least one violent act against 
either of their parents in the past twelve months.  
Independent variables         
Parent-to-child physical violence. Childhood exposure to parent-to-child violence was as-
sessed via a German retrospective short version of the Conflict Tactic Scale I (Straus, 1979). Stu-
dents were asked whether they had been “slapped or spanked”, “pushed, grabbed or shoved”, 
“thrown something at”, “hit with something”, “hit with a fist or kicked”, or “beaten up” by their 
father and mother during childhood (prior to the age of 12) on a 6-point-scale (1 = never, 2 = once 
or twice, 3 = three to twelve times, 4 = several times a month, 5 = once a week, 6 = several times 
a week). To reduce the number of missing values, a new variable based on the highest value given 
across both parents was constructed for each item. Then, an index on physical abuse was con-
structed, which takes into account the highest value given over all items (Cronbach’s α =. 84). 
Principal component analysis correspondingly revealed that all items loaded strongly on one single 
factor (> .73).     
Family cohesion. Based on the German translation of a short and adapted version of the family 
environment scale (Fok, Allen, & Henry, 2014), students’ perceptions of family cohesion were 
assessed by five items, which were rated on a four-point scale (1 = not true, 2 = hardly true, 3 = 
somewhat true, 4 = true): “In our family we really help and support each other”, “In our family we 
spend a lot of time doing things together”, “In our family there is a feeling of togetherness”, “I am 
proud to be a part of our family”, and “In our family, we all get along fine”. Cronbach’s α of the 
mean scale was .85.      
Family conflict. Perceived level of family conflict was also measured by the German transla-
tion of an adapted version of the family environment scale (Fok et al., 2014).  Students were asked 
to answer the following items on a four-point scale (1 = not true, 2 = hardly true, 3 = somewhat 
true, 4 = true): “In our family we argue a lot”, “In our family we are really mad at each other a lot”, 
“In our family we often put each other down”, “In our family we lose our temper a lot”, and “In 
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our family we raise our voice when we are mad” (Cronbach’s α = .85).  Factor analysis confirmed 
that family cohesion and conflict depict two different dimensions of family relationships, for which 
reason they are not subsumed under one single factor but treated as two distinct constructs.   
Interparental violence. This measure was constructed based on the highest value reported over 
two items measuring the extent to which students observed physical acts of aggression between 
their parents within the past 12 months. The items assessed how often “one parent pushed the other 
around or shook him/her hard”, and how often “parents beat each other up” (α =. 82). Answer 
categories were 1 = never, 2 = once or twice, 3 = three to twelve times, 4 = several times a month, 
5 = once a week, 6 = several times a week.     
Control variables. Control variables were also derived from students’ reports and included 
gender (1 = female), family structure (0=two parents in household, 1 = single-parent household), 
state welfare dependence of the family (0 = no, 1=yes), school type (1 = low [lower secondary 
school, i.e., Hauptschule], 2 = medium [intermediate secondary school, i.e., Realschule, inte-
grated secondary schools, i.e., Oberschule, Hauptschule and Realschule], and 3 = high [upper sec-
ondary school, i.e., Gymnasium], and a categorical variable on ethnicity (0 = German, 1 = Turkish, 
2 = Former SU/Eastern European, 3 = Other). Respondents were considered as having a migration 
background if they had a citizenship other than German or if their parents were born in a country 
other than Germany. Table 1 shows descriptives for all included variables. 
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics.  
Variable % Mean SD Range 
Dependent variables      
Adolescent-to-parent physical violence (APV)a   5.3   0 1 
Independent variables      
   Parent-to-child physical violenceb  1.81 1.11 1 6 
   Family cohesion   3.22  .60 1 4 
   Family conflict  1.91  .66 1 4 
   Interparental violencea  1.09  .52 1 6 
Control variables       
   Gender (1 = female) 52.5   0 1 
   School type       
     Low   3.4   0 1 
     Medium 59.4   0 1 
     High  37.2   0 1 
   Single-parent family 15.4   0 1 
   Social welfare dependence   9.8   0 1 
   Ethnicity      
   German 72.9   0 1 
   Turkish   4.7   0 1 
   Former Soviet Union/Eastern European 12.1   0 1 
   Other 10.2   0 1 
Note: n = 2,490, aduring last 12 months, bduring childhood (before age 12), data are un-
weighted. 
 
5.5 Analytical Strategy 
In order to assess the moderating role of the different family relationship variables identified above, 
we conducted multilevel linear probability models using Stata 14.2. For all analyses, multilevel 
models were employed in order to account for the clustering of data. This was done by including 
random intercepts at both the individual and school class level. Given that the dependent variable 
was binary, logistic regression would be an adequate method of analysis.  However, interpretation 
of interaction effects is problematic because OR or LnOR reflect effects of the independent varia-
bles as well as the size of the unobserved heterogeneity (Mood, 2010).  In addition, the estimate 
depends on the extent to which the model predicts the outcome differently in the different catego-
ries. In order to overcome these problems, some authors propose linear regression for dichotomous 
outcomes, i.e., linear probability models, as an applicable alternative to logistic regression 
(Hellevik, 2009; Mood, 2010). As Beier (2017) points out, these handle coefficients directly as 
changes in predicted probabilities, which makes interpretation straightforward and prevents the  
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influence of random intercepts. Furthermore, in linear probability models, there are no model-in-
herent non-linearities, and interpretation of multiplicative interaction terms is straightforward. A 
potential shortcoming is that the error term is heteroscedastic because the variance is not constant. 
To alleviate this problem, coefficients were predominantly interpreted in terms of expected coeffi-
cient patterns and effect sizes, rather than significance, (Beier, 2017). For a straightforward inter-
pretation of results, notably with regard to the interaction terms, all independent variables were 
coded to the interval [0;1], with the empirical minimum taking the value 0 and the empirical max-
imum the value 1.                   
 A set of regression equations was computed in which perpetration of physical APV served as 
the dependent variable. Independent and moderating variables were entered in the regression model 
in the following steps: First, physical APV was predicted from the main effect of parent-to-child 
physical violence, while including all control variables.  In the second step, the main effects of the 
three family relationship variables were added; this was done separately for each variable, due to 
relatively high correlation between family conflict and family cohesion.  In the third step, the two-
way interaction terms were added. Again, this was done separately for each moderator in order to 
assess the predictive value of each variable net of the effect of the alternative moderator. As Xing 
and Wang (2016) note, this approach is furthermore appropriate in exploratory research to avoid 
unnecessarily limiting future research. Fourth, three-way interaction terms with gender were in-
cluded to test whether the moderating potential of each family relation variable differed between 
boys and girls. In case of significant interactions, values at 1 standard deviation above and below 
the mean level of each moderator were used to calculate the simple slopes, conducted as recom-
mended by Holmbeck (2002).   
 
5.6 Results 
 
Descriptive Analyses 
About five percent of adolescents (5.3%, n = 131) had exercised some form of physical violence 
towards their parents at some time during the last twelve months. Comparisons of means were 
made using chi2-test analysis according to gender. There was no significant difference between 
boys and girls as perpetrators of physical APV (χ2(1) = 1.245, p = .264). We first computed Spear-
man correlations in order to examine relationships between the study variables (see Table 2). Phys-
ical APV was positively correlated with parent-to-child physical violence (r = .182, p < .001), 
indicating a positive relationship between abusive childhood experiences and later aggressive con-
duct. Further, APV was inversely correlated with family cohesion (r =-.136, p < .001), while posi-
tive correlations appeared between physical APV and family conflict (r = .187, p < .001), as well 
as interparental violence (r =.146, p < .001). The central independent variable of parent-to-child 
physical violence was also positively related to family conflict (r = .394, p < .001), and – to a lower 
degree – to interparental violence (r = .176, p < .001).  Family cohesion, on the other hand, was 
negatively related to parent-to-child physical violence (r = -.285, p < .001), as well as with family 
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conflict (r = -.546, p < .001), and interparental violence (r = -.145, p < .001). Gender was only 
significantly correlated with reports of interparental violence (r = -.048, p < .01) and family conflict 
(r = -.039, p < .01), although correlations were rather weak. Positive signs of the correlations indi-
cate that girls more often reported having witnessed interparental violence and family conflict than 
boys. 
 
Table 2. Spearman Correlations Between Study Variables. 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Adolescent-to-parent physical violence      
2. Parent-to-child physical violence .182***     
3. Family cohesion -.136***  -.285***    
4. Family conflict .187***    .394***   -.546***   
5. Interparental violence .146***    .176***    -.145*** .203***  
6. Gender (1 = female)   -.024 -.014 -.031 .039** .048** 
Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; listwise exclusion of cases (n = 2,490); data are unweighted.  
 
Results of Multilevel Linear Probability Models 
Table 3 reports results of multilevel linear probability models on self-reported physical APV in the 
last twelve months. Model 1 shows that physical APV was significantly and positively related to 
parent-to-child physical violence during childhood (b = .206, p < .001). Among the family rela-
tionship variables, family cohesion (b = -.124, p < .001) was negatively related to physical APV, 
while family conflict (b = .157, p < .001), and interparental violence (b = .222, p < .001) were both 
positively related to physical APV (Step 1 in Models 2-4). Results on moderation showed further-
more that family cohesion mitigated the effect of parent-to-child physical violence on APV (b = -
.193, p < .05). The negative sign of this interaction term indicates that the (positive) conditional 
main effect of parent-to-child physical violence on subsequent perpetration of physical APV de-
creases with higher levels of family cohesion. Family conflict, on the other hand, exacerbated the 
link between parent-to-child physical violence and physical APV (b = .319, p < .001, Step 2 in 
Model 3).  The positive sign of this interaction term indicates that the (positive) conditional main 
effect of parent-to-child physical violence on subsequent perpetration of physical APV increases 
with higher levels of family conflict.  No moderating effect of interparental violence was observed. 
Furthermore, none of the triple interaction terms with gender was significant (Model 5-7), indicat-
ing that the moderating potential of family relationships does not substantially differ between boys 
and girls. The respective values of R2 indicate that the model with family conflict as a moderator 
explained most of the variance of physical APV, compared to the alternative moderator variables.   
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Table 3. Multilevel Linear Probability Models of Adolescent-to-Parent Physical Violence.  
Step Predictor b SE R² 
Model 1    
 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV)  .206*** (.020)  .0457 
Model 2 
1 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV)   .173*** (.021)  
 Family cohesion (1)  -.124*** (.023)  .0565 
2 PCV x family cohesion   -.193* (.083)  .0586 
Model 3    
1 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV)   .147*** (.022)  
 Family conflict (2)   .157*** (.022)  .0652 
2 PCV x family conflict   .319*** (.079)  .0714 
Model 4    
1 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV) .187*** (.020)  
 Interparental violence (3) .222*** (.044)  .0554 
2 PCV x interparental violence    .164 (.117)  .0561 
Interaction terms with gender    
Model 5    
1 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV)    .361*** (.089)  
 Family cohesion (1)   -.105* (.046)  
 Female   -.031 (.047)  
 PCV x (1) x female    .076 (.166)  .0602 
Model 6 
1 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV)   .005 (.052)  
 Family conflict (2)   .116** (.039)  
 Female   .006 (.017)  
 PCV x (2) x female -.168 (.159)  .0744 
Model 7 
1 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV)   .197*** (.029)  
 Interparental violence (3)   .296* (.121)  
 Female  -.002 (.011)  
 PCV x (3) x female   .134 (.240)  .0575 
Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; n = 2,940; R² calculated based on the Stata command mltrsq 
following Snijders & Bosker (1994, 1999); covariates are controlled for but not shown for reasons of 
clarity; data are unweighted. 
 
The regression slopes at low and high levels of family cohesion showed that at both low (-1 SD) 
and high (+1 SD) levels of family cohesion, the association between more frequent parent-to-child 
physical violence and perpetration of physical APV was highly significant (p < .001). Regression 
slopes at low and high levels of family conflict indicated that at high levels of family conflict, the 
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association between more frequent parent-to-child physical violence and perpetration of physical 
APV was highly significant (p < .001), whereas at low levels of family conflict, significance was 
attenuated to the .05-level (results not shown). Parent-to-child physical violence during childhood 
was thus more strongly associated with APV at high compared to low levels of family conflict.   
The two significant interaction terms were also plotted graphically (see Figure 1-2). As Figure 
1 shows, adolescents who perceive their family relations as strongly cohesive perpetrated less often 
physical APV than those who perceive their family relations as less cohesive. This pattern also 
applied under the condition of frequent parent-to-child physical violence during childhood. Figure 
2 shows that students who were more frequently exposed to parent-to-child physical violence and 
who report high levels of recent family conflict had the highest perpetration rate of physical APV.  
Adolescents who reported more frequent parent-to-child physical violence but low levels of family 
conflict were only slightly more physically aggressive toward their parents than those who experi-
enced less frequent parent-to-child physical violence. 
 
 
Figure 1: Simple Slopes Representing the Effect of Parent-to-Child Physical Violence on Ado-
lescent-to-Parent Physical Violence at Different Levels of Family Cohesion. 
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Figure 2: Simple Slopes Representing the Effect of Parent-to-Child Physical Violence on Ado-
lescent-to-Parent Physical Violence at Different Levels of Family Conflict. 
 
5.7 Discussion 
The aim of this study was to assess the moderating role of family relationships in the link between 
parent-to-child physical violence and self-reported APV in mid-adolescence. The perpetration rate 
of physical APV was comparable to that found in a similar studies in Germany and other European 
countries (Beckmann et al., 2017). In line with Hypothesis 1, childhood exposure to parent-to-child 
physical violence emerged as a significant correlate of adolescents’ parent-directed physical ag-
gression in the past twelve months. Both family cohesion (Hypothesis 2) and family conflict (Hy-
pothesis 3) altered the link between parent-to-child physical violence and physical APV, in that the 
detrimental effect of parent-to-child physical violence on APV was mitigated in the presence of 
higher family cohesion, and exacerbated when it occurred within the context of more conflictual 
family relationships. Interparental violence showed no moderating effect; likewise, gender was not 
found to moderate the link between family relationships and parent-to-child physical violence, sug-
gesting that girls and boys are similarly affected by the moderating effects of family cohesion and 
conflict.  
The positive direct link between childhood exposure to parental violence and physical APV is 
line with results of prior studies showing that adolescents retaliate with aggression against those 
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who primarily used violence against them (e.g., Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012; Margolin & Bau-
com, 2014; Pagani et al., 2004). Thus, besides poorly managed aggressive behavioral tendencies 
of childhood later manifesting themselves by physical aggression against parents, physical APV is 
directly related to exposure to parent-to-child physical violence. Parents’ aggressive acts thus seem 
to foster the idea of aggression being an integral part of family relationships and a common means 
of conflict resolution, culminating in a familiar sequence of physical aggression. The established 
direct relationship between family cohesion and adolescent-to-parent violence supports results of 
earlier studies on the pivotal role of positive family relationships in reducing physical APV (Ibabe 
& Bentler, 2016). Our finding that there is an additional buffering effect of family cohesion demon-
strates that beneficial family relationships are of particular relevance in (formely) abusive families 
for reducing physical APV. Strengthening a perspective on resilience, positive family relationships 
appear to have the potential to offset some of the detrimental effects of parent-to-child physical 
violence, even if exposure to physical violence occurred earlier in the life course. These findings 
highlight the need to consider the theoretical and empirical importance of social resources within 
the family as important buffers of unhealthy pathways from exposure to parent-to-child violence 
to physical APV. Future studies should clarify whether positive family relationships pertain more 
to parents’ behavior, or rather to the behavior of other family members, such as brothers and sisters, 
or grandparents. 
With regard to family conflict, a process of risk amplification occurred as hypothesized:  Ado-
lescents who reported high levels of current family conflict in their homes seem to be more sus-
ceptible to the negative impact of prior exposure to parent-to-child physical violence. The size of 
the moderation coefficient indicates – compared to models estimating the respective main effect of 
parent-to-child physical violence, and family conflict – that the combined experience of childhood 
physical abuse and conflictual family relationships is more devastating than experiencing either of 
the two alone. It could be that parents within families of high conflict may give in or relinquish 
their authority more easily in conflict situations.  It may also be that in families where parents and 
adolescents are equally matched on aggressive tendencies have reciprocally greater motivations to 
impact upon each other in situations of family conflict than less aggressive dyads.   
Although interparental violence has been found to be an important correlate of APV in prior 
studies (Boxer, Gullan, & Mahoney, 2009; Contreras & Cano, 2016; Hong, Kral, Espelage, & Al-
len-Meares, 2012), its’ moderating potential in the context of physical APV was limited.  This may 
be due to the relatively low endorsement rate of witnessing interparental violence (only 4.6% of 
adolescents reported having witnessed interparental violence in the past twelve months). Therefore, 
future studies should analyze its potential moderating effect in even larger samples, or among spe-
cial samples with a history of family violence. Concerning gender, no significant differences be-
tween girls and boys concerning the moderating effect of the three family relationship variables 
were identified. Thus, in addition to showing similar perpetration rates of physical APV, girls and 
boys are not substantially differentially affected by beneficial or hazardous family relations. These 
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findings underscore the importance of using population-based data to generate risk profiles of per-
sonal and contextual factors.  
5.8 Limitations 
The present study is associated with some important limitations. Most importantly, we relied on 
cross-sectional data, which does not allow making causal inferences regarding the influence of 
parent-to-child physical violence on APV. Nevertheless, retrospective accounts of parent-to-child 
violence were used, in order to alleviate some of the difficulty of assessing actual or perceived 
bidirectional aggression, rather than aggression as self-defense. Related to the difficulty of estab-
lishing cause and effect, and in light of the fact that the use of parent-to-child physical violence 
tends to decrease as children grow older, longitudinal data would be desirable. Future studies could 
also test for the bidirectional nature of APV and family relations; for example, Ibabe and Bentler 
(2016) demonstrated that a model in which more adolescent-to-parent violence leads to worsened 
family relationships is just as plausible as a model with cohesive family relationships leading to 
less adolescent-to-parent violence. Due to the rapidly changing interaction and affiliation patterns 
during adolescence, future studies could develop more dynamic theories about the changing role 
of family relationships over time, including the possibly changing impact of the moderators dis-
cussed. In addition, all variables were derived from adolescent self-reports. Social desirability bias, 
notably regarding the reporting of events associated with aggressive conduct against parents, may 
result in the phenomenon of physical APV being underestimated. In order to decrease shared 
method variance, a multi-informant approach could be used, i.e., by complementing student reports 
by parent reports. This would allow a more complete assessment of adolescents’ APV. Another 
problem might be potential misreporting of exposure to physical violence, although Herrenkohl et 
al. (2003) noted that retrospective assessments of physical violence are most appropriate to use 
with adolescents because the distance from childhood physical violence is enough to lessen the 
emotional pain that accompanies the retelling of the earlier traumatic events but is not so great as 
to reduce the accuracy of their recall.               
 In addition, more studies should include consideration of coping resources across multiple do-
mains of adolescents’ lives. Future studies could examine how the effects of parental violence are 
influenced by social contexts other than the family, such as peer groups, schools, or communities. 
In doing so, a wider range of risk and protective factors could be assessed, such as peer acceptance, 
academic achievement, school climate, or community disorganization. Additionally, interrelation-
ships between different violence exposures could be analyzed more thoroughly, e.g., how exposure 
to parental physical abuse is connected with later violence exposures and violent behavior (Xia, Li, 
& Liu, 2018), e.g., dating violence, or intimate partner violence (Gomez, 2011). Furthermore, neg-
ative repercussions associated with parental violence may interfere with adolescents’ ability to in-
teract competently with their peers, and might put them at increased risk for peer victimization.  
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5.9 Conclusion 
These limitations notwithstanding, our study outlined the role of family cohesion and conflict as 
salient moderators in the physical violence-aggression nexus. Findings especially yield implica-
tions for direct practice intervention. Seeing that parent-to-child physical violence had a direct pos-
itive relation to physical APV, findings suggest that steps to tackle violence against parents must 
focus on efforts to eliminate parent-to-child physical violence. Primary prevention is needed in the 
form of helping parents set an example of non-violence by not using physical punishment. Seeing 
that cohesive family relationships turned out to be an important social resource for preventing vi-
olent behaviors in adolescents, clinicians and social practitioners who work with physically abused 
adolescents should especially focus on beneficial aspects of current family climate, in order to 
assess possible circumstances mitigating effects of exposure to parent-to-child violence. This is in 
line with a resource and resilience perspective focusing on the promotion of factors within the 
social environment of individuals that buffer certain risks (Powers, 2010). All in all, the results 
support efforts targeting both risk and protective family relations in preventive interventions for 
adolescents’ APV. They also highlight the importance of re-considering childhood origins of such 
risk, notably exposure to parental physical violence. 
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6 Exposure to family violence and adolescent aggression in multiple social 
contexts: Classroom social resources as moderators 
Accepted as: Beckmann, L. (accepted): Exposure to family violence and adolescent aggression in 
multiple social contexts: Classroom social resources as moderators. Journal of Family Violence. 
doi: 10.1007/s10896-019-00102-x. 
Abstract 
Using a risk and resilience framework, the present study examined perceived classroom social re-
sources (teacher control, teacher-student support, and supportive student-student relationships) as 
moderators of the association between family violence (parent-to-child physical violence, intimate 
partner violence (IPV) between parents) and aggression toward parents, schoolteachers, and dating 
partners. Data were drawn from a large self-report school survey of ninth grade students in Lower 
Saxony, Germany (n = 10638) from which three subsamples were generated (n = 3548, n = 3534, 
and n = 4351). Controlling for demographic, behavioral, and school factors, results showed that 
parent-to-child physical violence was consistently related to aggression across social contexts, 
while IPV showed significant associations with adolescent-to-parent physical aggression. Against 
expectations, teacher control was linked with more frequent verbal aggression toward dating part-
ners, while teacher-student support was associated with lower verbal aggression across contexts as 
well as with lower physical aggression toward dating partners. Supportive student-student relation-
ships were associated with less frequent verbal aggression toward parents and dating partners as 
well as with less frequent physical aggression toward teachers. Furthermore, three significant in-
teraction terms were identified: Students exposed to more frequent IPV and perceiving higher-
quality classroom resources (teacher control and supportive student-student relationships) reported 
less aggression toward parents than at-risk students who perceived classroom resources as low. 
Intervention programs may benefit from an approach that aims to reduce exposure to violence in 
the family, while targeting the buffering potential of teacher control and student-student relation-
ships regarding aggression toward parents. 
 
6.1 Introduction  
Representing pervasive public health issues of global concern, aggressive acts perpetrated by ado-
lescents toward their parents (O’Hara, Duchschere, Beck, & Lawrence, 2017), schoolteachers 
(Longobardi, Badenes-Ribera, Fabris, Martinez, & McMahon, 2019), and dating partners (Leen et 
al., 2013) have received increasing attention from public health officials and scholars. Researchers 
have increasingly sought to gain a greater understanding of the developmental antecedents to ado-
lescent aggression in various social environments. Relying on social learning theory (Bandura, 
1977) and developmental-interactional models (Hawkins & Weis, 1985), factors in the family-of-
origin have been frequently highlighted as critical determinants for aggressive behavior. Two of 
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the most commonly studied risk factors for aggression are parent-to-child physical violence and 
intimate partner violence (IPV) involving parents or caregivers. Abundant evidence has demon-
strated that exposure to these two forms of family violence has immediate and pervasive effects on 
child development (Gershoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016; Wathen & MacMillan, 2013). Studies based 
on community and offender samples of adolescents have more specifically documented links be-
tween parent-to-child physical violence and/or exposure to IPV between parents and aggression 
toward relevant agents of socialization, including parents (Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012; Hong, 
Kral, Espelage, & Allen-Meares, 2012, Margolin & Baucom, 2014), schoolteachers (Douglas & 
Lyon, 1999), and dating partners (Cascardi & Jouriles, 2018).         
 Despite evidence suggesting that exposure to parent-to-child physical violence and IPV are 
important risk factors of aggression in various social contexts, many adolescents who have been 
faced with such adversities do not become perpetrators of aggression. For instance, Kinsfogel and 
Grych (2004) found in their community sample of adolescents aged 14-18 years that while 63% of 
their sample reported witnessing IPV between parents, only about 20% reported TDV perpetration 
in their own romantic relationships.               
 Taking up the point that an ‘even’ or average effect of family adversities is generally not met, 
theoretical frameworks of risk and resilience (Rutter, 1985; Lösel & Farrington, 2012) emphasize 
the need to study factors that may buffer the impact of adversities on adjustment outcomes. Inter-
disciplinary research has identified a broad range of factors that have the potential to mitigate ef-
fects of family adversities (Miller-Lewis, Searle, Sawyer, Baghurst, & Hedley, 2013). Besides in-
dividual and family resources, close attachments to other adults and prosocial institutions such as 
school have been discussed as protective. In particular, classroom social resources, such as teacher 
control and supportive relationships with teachers and classmates represent potentially compensa-
tory resources for aggressive individuals (Meehan, Hughes, & Cavell, 2003; Wang, Brinkworth, & 
Eccles, 2013).                   
 Prior research on the role of classroom social resources for adolescent aggression is affected 
by some important shortcomings: First, the majority of studies focus on elementary school children 
(e.g., Maldonado-Carreño & Votruba-Drzal, 2011), while little research has been conducted on 
adolescent samples (e.g., Ibabe, Jaureguizar, & Bentler, 2013; Obsuth et al., 2017). Second, most 
extant studies focus on school adjustment outcomes (Wentzel, Russell, & Baker, 2016), while little 
is known on aggression toward major socializing agents (for an exception, see e.g., Berg & Cornell, 
2016 on aggression toward teachers). Third and most importantly, limited knowledge exists on 
whether classroom social resources can mitigate the harmful impact of family violence on aggres-
sive outcomes. While some efforts have already been made in identifying compensating effects of 
school factors in the context of stressful home environments and adolescent delinquency (Hoff-
mann & Dufur, 2008), more research is needed on the buffering potential of such social resources 
in the context of aggression in specific social domains in order to better inform treatment and in-
terventions for at-risk individuals. 
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6.2 The Moderating Role of Classroom Social Resources 
According to risk and resilience frameworks (Rutter, 1985; Lösel & Farrington, 2012), social re-
sources are able to foster individual coping in the face of risk. Acknowledging the increasing en-
gagement of adolescents to the school and the peer group, the ‘arena of comfort’-hypothesis (Blyth 
& Simmons, 2008) more specifically addresses the compensating potential of social environments 
beyond the family sphere (see also Mortimer & Call, 2001, p. 20). Thereby, it allows for the con-
ceptualization of schools as a means to recover and renew from stressors encountered in the family.
 As key indicators of school social climate, teacher control, teacher-student support as well as 
supportive relationships with classmates have been related to improved adjustment in students 
(e.g., Demaray, Malecki, Davidson, Hodgson, & Rebus, 2005; McGrath & van Bergen, 2015; Sil-
ver, Measelle, Armstrong, & Essex, 2005). In contrast, when such relationships include high levels 
of conflict and lower levels of closeness and caring, they can contribute to aggression and other 
conduct problems (Obsuth, Mueller Johnson, Murray, Ribeaud, & Eisner, 2018). Ibabe et al. (2013) 
found for a sample of Spanish students aged 12-16 years that both positive family and classroom 
environments (including teacher support and student friendship and mutuality) had direct effects 
on adolescents’ violence against authority (parent and teacher abuse).      
 Although classrooms can help adolescents master potentially stressful changes and experiences 
in the family (Ludy-Dobson & Perry, 2010; Miller-Lewis et al., 2013), features of the classroom 
social ecology have so far received little attention for explaining variations in adolescent aggression 
in various social contexts. Assessing the moderating role of teacher-student relationships in the link 
between low effortful control and parent-adolescent conflict on adolescent depression and miscon-
duct within a sample of 1400 urban youth, Wang et al. (2013) found that positive teacher-student 
relationships buffered the negative influences of adolescents’ early poor effortful control and con-
flictive parent-adolescent relationships on misconduct. In a more recent study, Vaughan-Jensen, 
Smith, Blake, Keith, and Willson (2018) analyzed the buffering role of caring relationships with 
teachers concerning the child maltreatment-violence-nexus. They found a limited buffering effect 
of teacher care, which was reflected in a slight reduction of the positive effect of child physical 
abuse on adolescent violence. The authors note that the weak effect might be due to an insuffi-
ciently robust measure of the construct.  
 
6.3 Cross-Domain Risk Factors of Family Violence and Adolescent Aggression 
The broader social environment within which adolescents develop also needs to be considered 
when studying adolescent aggression toward major agents of socialization. With regard to individ-
ual characteristics, available data suggest a curvilinear relationship with age, at least with regard to 
physical aggression toward dating partners (Johnson, Giordano, Manning, & Longmore, 2014). 
Findings on gender are somewhat inconclusive and depend on the type of aggression studied: While 
adolescent-to-teacher aggression has been associated with male gender (Chen & Astor, 2009; 
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Khoury-Kassabri, Astor, & Benbenishty, 2009), it is generally established that boys show a higher 
propensity of engaging in more severe forms of dating violence compared to girls (Muñoz-Rivas, 
Graña, O'Leary, & González, 2007). Evidence from both community and clinical samples shows, 
however, higher physical (O'Leary, Smith Slep, Avery-Leaf, & Cascardi, 2008; Wincentak, 
Connolly, and Card, 2017) and verbal (Haynie et al., 2013) perpetration rates in girls compared to 
boys. In community samples of adolescents, higher rates of verbal aggression toward parents have 
been observed in females (Calvete, Orue, & Gámez-Guadix, 2013), while equal perpetration rates 
of physical aggression have been identified across gender (e.g., Gámez-Guadix & Calvete, 2012). 
In some national (Walsh & Krienert, 2007), clinical (Kennedy, Edmonds, Dann, & Burnett, 2010), 
and offender (Routt & Anderson, 2011) samples, however, boys physically assaulted their parents 
more frequently than girls. A general overrepresentation of males who are adjudicated may explain 
the higher prevalence of males in forensic samples (Kuay et al, 2016). Furthermore, clinical sam-
ples are more often composed of high-risk individuals, who are more (physically) aggressive com-
pared to community samples.               
 Furthermore, high risk-seeking as part of the concept of low self-control by Gottfredson and 
Hirschi (1990) has been frequently related to aggression in adolescents, as well as to higher expo-
sure rates to family adversities (Willems, Li, Hendriks, Bartels, & Finkenauer, 2018). Self-report 
school surveys among students in Germany further indicate that migration background constitutes 
an important risk factor for physical aggression (Rabold & Baier, 2011), although not in the context 
of adolescent-to-parent aggression (Beckmann, Bergmann, Fischer, & Mößle, 2017). The affilia-
tion to certain ethnic groups in Germany may be associated with increased aggression toward da-
ting partners, reflecting potential differences in gender roles and cultural normativeness of violence 
(Idema & Phalet, 2007).                  
 With regard to structural family conditions, single-parent families (Foshee et al., 2008; Ibabe 
& Jaureguizar, 2010) as well as families with low socioeconomic status (SES) (Lewis & Fremouw, 
2001; Piotrowska, Stride, Croft, & Rowe, 2015) have been identified with a higher occurrence of 
adolescent aggression and ineffective parenting (e.g., Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010), although 
findings on the link between aggression and family SES are mixed with regard to physical aggres-
sion toward parents (Simmons, McEwan, Purcell, & Ogloff, 2018). Concerning school character-
istics, lower academic track classrooms are often characterized by more disruptive and antisocial 
behaviors among students than are higher school tracks, which may also reflect disadvantaged so-
cio-economic positions (Rabold & Baier, 2011).            
 Finally, classroom size may be influential for both aggression and perceived classroom re-
sources, since small classrooms permit closer supervision of students as well as the establishment 
of a greater sense of community, which may be related to lower aggression (Leithwood & Jantzi, 
2009).  
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6.4 The Current Study 
Addressing an important gap in the literature, the current study examined the degree to which per-
ceived social resources in the classroom (teacher control, teacher-student support, and supportive 
student-student relationships) attenuate the relationship between family adversity (parent-to-child 
physical violence and exposure to IPV between parents) and adolescent aggression toward parents, 
schoolteachers, and dating partners. In doing so, we drew on a large sample of ninth grade students 
in Germany (n = 10638). Due to a general lack of empirical findings on the relative associations 
between family violence and adolescent aggression in different social contexts, we were largely 
unspecific about potential differences depending on the type of target. Nevertheless, some prior 
findings on adolescent aggression against authority indicate that adverse family characteristics (i.e., 
family conflict) are more strongly correlated with adolescent-to-parent-aggression (r = .34, p < 
.001) than with adolescent-to-teacher aggression (r = .24, p < .001, see Ibabe et al., 2013). There-
fore, we expected that exposure to family violence would be most strongly associated with adoles-
cent aggression in the same context, that is, toward parents. From the theoretical and empirical 
findings outlined above, the following hypotheses were derived: 
 
Hypothesis 1a: Exposure to family violence (parent-to-child physical violence and IPV 
between parents) is associated with more frequent verbal and physical aggression toward 
parents, schoolteachers, and dating partners. 
Hypothesis 1b: The relationship between exposure to family violence and aggression is 
strongest for adolescent-to-parent aggression. 
Hypothesis 2: Perceived classroom social resources (teacher control, teacher-student sup-
port, and supportive student-student relationships) are associated with less frequent verbal 
and physical aggression across social contexts. 
Hypothesis 3: High levels of perceived classroom social resources (as indicated by high 
levels of teacher control, teacher-student support, and supportive student-student relation-
ships) offset the impact of family violence on aggression across social contexts.   
 
6.5 Materials and Methods 
6.5.1 Participants 
Data stem from a large school survey conducted in the spring of 2015 among ninth grade students 
in Lower Saxony, Germany (Bergmann, Baier, Rehbein, & Mößle, 2017), which focused on ado-
lescent aggressive, deviant and delinquent behavior as well as their multi-contextual determinants. 
The survey was authorized by the state school authorities of Lower Saxony and was conducted in 
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compliance with agreed-upon ethical standards, including informed consent, strict anonymity con-
cerning data generation and processing, as well was confidentiality of the research team in all stages 
of the project. For the survey, school classes were randomly drawn (stratified sampling according 
to school types) from all classes taught in the school year 2014/2015 (with the exception of special 
needs schools with another focus than learning) of the ninth grade in Lower Saxony. A total of K 
= 672 school classes was selected for the survey. Due to the refusal of school principals and teach-
ers to participate, the final class sample was reduced to k = 545 classes (corresponding to a partic-
ipation rate of 81.4% at class level). Of the N = 12650 students from these school classes who were 
targeted, n = 10638 took part in the survey (corresponds to a participation rate of 84.1% at student 
level). The reasons for non-participation were illness (n = 905), lack of parental consent (n = 434), 
own refusal (n = 255), non-usability (n = 51) and other reasons (n = 367; e.g. rewriting of class 
tests, participation in school events). School principals, as well as parents, were contacted in the 
form of a letter containing information regarding the content and scope of the study. Both could 
decline participation. Interviews were only carried out if the respective school principal and class 
teacher consented to the survey. Students and parents were informed about the voluntary and anon-
ymous nature of the study and were given the right to refuse participation, or the answering of 
single items. Students filled out self-administered written questionnaires anonymously and volun-
tarily in their school class in the presence of a teacher and an instructed test leader (about 90 
minutes). All measures were deemed suitable for students with migration background and students 
in lower school tracks in terms of language, since item formulations were easy to understand and 
culture-unspecific. Due to the modularized structure of the questionnaire in light of the variety of 
topics, one third of all respondents were given the questions on adolescent-to-parent (n = 3548) 
and adolescent-to-teacher aggression (n = 3534), whereas all respondents had the possibility to 
answer the items on aggression toward dating partners. Of these, only those were kept who had a 
partner in the last 12 months before the survey (n = 4351). 
6.5.2 Measures 
Dependent variables 
Adolescent-to-parent aggression. Adolescent-to-parent aggression was measured by a short 
and adapted German version of the Conflict Tactics Scale I (CTS, Straus, 1979) that included four 
items on physical and verbal aggression toward parents during the last 12 months. Answers were 
given separately for mothers and fathers on a 5-point scale [never (1), once or twice (2), three to 
five times (3), six to ten times (4), and more than ten times (5)]. Items on verbal aggression meas-
ured how often respondents “insulted or swore at” their mother and father, and how often they 
“verbally threatened” her and him (r = .53, Cronbach’s  = .76). Physical aggression was measured 
by asking how often adolescents had “pushed, grabbed or shoved” their mother and father, and 
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how often they “hit [her or him] with their fist or kicked [her or him]” (r = .53, Cronbach’s  = 
.67). Exploratory factor analyses (see, for example, Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 
1999) using the iterated principal-factor method revealed that all items belonging to one type of 
aggression loaded on a common factor (all factor loadings ≥ .52). To construct the two variables 
on adolescent-to-parent physical and verbal aggression, the items were first recoded so that the 
value 0 was assigned in the case of no perpetration, and the value 4 if perpetration occurred more 
than ten times. Second, based on the highest value reported across both parents, two sum scores 
across all items belonging to one form of aggression were built (each 0-8).  
 Adolescent-to-teacher aggression. Verbal aggression toward teachers was assessed by the two 
items “In the last 12 months, I insulted a teacher” and “In the last 12 months, I verbally threatened 
a teacher” (r = .52, Cronbach’s  = .63). Physical aggression toward teachers was measured by the 
following three items: “In the last 12 months, I tackled or pushed a teacher”, “In the last 12 months, 
I hit a teacher with the hand/fist or kicked a teacher”, and “In the last 12 months, I hit a teacher 
with an object” (rall >= .45, Cronbach’s  = .73). Exploratory factor analyses showed that all items 
belonging to one type of aggression loaded on a common factor (all factor loadings ≥ .51). The 
answer format ranged from never (1) to more than ten times (5) and was recoded so that 0 indicated 
no aggression toward teachers, while 4 indicated perpetration of more than ten times. Then, a sum 
score was constructed for verbal (0-8) and physical (0-8) aggression toward teachers. 
 Adolescent-to-partner aggression. To measure aggression toward dating partners, a German 
translation of the short form of the Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory (CADRI; 
Wolfe et al., 2001), the CADRI-S, was used. The instrument includes 10 items from the perpetra-
tor’s and victim’s perspective, including two items each on emotional/verbal violence, threatening, 
relational violence, physical violence, and sexual violence (Fernández-González, Wekerle, & 
Goldstein, 2014). For this study, we only used the items on emotional/verbal violence (“I insulted 
my partner” and “I approached my partner in a mean or hostile tone”) and physical violence (“I 
kicked my partner, beat him or her, or punched him or her” and “I slapped my partner in the face 
or pulled his or her hair”). The four-step answer format contained the answer possibilities never 
(1), once or twice (2), three to five times (3) and 6 times or more often (4). These were recoded so 
that they ranged from 0 to 3. In the development study (Fernández-González et al., 2014), an ap-
propriate internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .85; in the present study α = .72 from the perpetra-
tor’s perspective) as well as pronounced correlations (rtt = .80 to .91 for the total sample [high 
school]) with the long form were identified found for the CADRI-S. In order to construct the 
measures of verbal and physical adolescent-to-partner aggression, the two items belonging to each 
dimension were summed up (0-6).  
 
Key Independent Variables: Family Violence Variables 
Parent-to-child physical violence. This variable was assessed by a retrospective and short Ger-
man version of the Conflict Tactics Scale I (Straus, 1979). Adolescents reported the frequency of 
P a g e  | 217 
 
 
 
their mother’s and/or father’s use of physical violence against them before the age of twelve, indi-
cating how often they had been “slapped or spanked”, “pushed, grabbed or shoved”, “thrown some-
thing at”, “hit with something”, “hit with a fist or kicked”, or “beaten up”. Response options were 
never (1), once or twice (2), three to twelve times (3), several times a month (4), once a week (5), 
several times a week (6). The items were first recoded so that the value 0 was assigned in the case 
of no exposure, and the value 5 if exposure occurred “several times a week”. Second, a new variable 
was constructed for each item, based on the highest value reported across both parents. In a third 
step, a sum score of parent-to-child physical violence was built from the six items, ranging from 0-
30 (Cronbach’s α = .88). Iterated principal-factor analysis revealed that all items loaded on a com-
mon factor (all factor loadings ≥ .50). 
Intimate partner violence (IPV) between parents. To measure IPV between parents or caregiv-
ers, respondents were asked to answer two items on the extent to which they witnessed physical 
acts of aggression between their parents within the past 12 months. The items assessed how often 
“one parent pushed the other around or shook him/her hard”, and how often “parents beat each 
other up” (Cronbach’s α =. 79). Answer categories ranged from never (1) to several times a week 
(6), which were recoded so that they ranged from 0-5. To build this measure, a sum scale was 
constructed across the two items (0-10). All items strongly loaded on a common factor ≥ .77). 
Key Independent variables: Classroom Social Resource Variables 
Teacher control. Perceived level of teacher control was measured by two items: “The teachers 
intervene when violence occurs between students”, and “The teachers look away when there are 
fights between students (reverse-coded)”, whereby answer categories were disagree (1), somewhat 
disagree (2), somewhat agree (3), totally agree (4). Both items correlated moderately with each 
other (r = .49), so a mean scale was constructed (Cronbach’s α = .57). All items loaded on a com-
mon factor ≥ .53).    
Teacher-student support. This variable was measured by the following two items: “The teach-
ers in my school treat us fairly and respect us” and “The teachers in my school speak about prob-
lems frankly with us and look together with us for solutions” (disagree (1), somewhat disagree (2), 
somewhat agree (3), totally agree (4)). Both items correlated moderately with each other (r = .50) 
and were combined to a mean scale (Cronbach’s α = .66). Again, exploratory factor analysis 
showed that all items strongly loaded on a common factor (≥ .61). 
Supportive student-student relationships. Perceived quality of student-student relationships 
was assessed by four items measuring the extent to which there was a feeling of togetherness within 
the school class (“We stick together in my class”, “If a classmate is in a bad way, we'll take care of 
him”, “In case of dispute, we try to solve problems together”, and “I have great faith in my class-
mates”, Cronbach’s α = .77). Items were also assessed on a 4-point scale (disagree (1), somewhat 
disagree (2), somewhat agree (3), totally agree (4)) and loaded on a common factor (≥ .62). 
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Control variables 
Sociodemographic indicators included age (in years), sex (female = 0, male = 1), four dummy 
variables on ethnic background, including the two largest migrant groups in Lower Saxony (Ger-
man, Turkish, Former Soviet Union/Eastern European, and Other with German as the contrast 
category), family structure (no single parent-household = 0, single-parent household = 1), socio-
economic status [no social welfare dependence (0), social welfare dependence (1)], school type 
(low [Special education schools and lower secondary school (Hauptschule)] (1), medium [interme-
diate secondary school, (Realschule)], integrated secondary schools (Gesamtschule, Oberschule, 
integrierte Haupt- und Realschule) (2), and high [upper secondary school (Gymnasium)] (3). Re-
spondents were considered to have a migration background if they or their parents had a citizenship 
other than German or if they or their parents were born in a country other than Germany. Risk-
seeking was measured by the mean score of four items derived from Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, and 
Arneklev’s (1993) self-control scale (“I like to test my limits by doing something dangerous”, “I 
sometimes like to do things which could endanger myself”, “I like to take a risk, just because it’s 
fun”, “Excitement and adventure are more important to me than safety”). Items were assessed on 
a four-point scale [disagree (1), somewhat disagree (2), somewhat agree (3), totally agree (4)], 
whereby high values on the scale indicated high risk-seeking. Cronbach’s α for the scale was .86, 
indicating good internal consistency. Iterated principal-factor analysis revealed that all items 
strongly loaded on a common factor (all factor loadings ≥ .79). Finally, class size reflected the 
number of students with valid data within each classroom (4-31).  
 
6.6 Analytical Strategy 
In a first step, prevalence rates of each type of aggression suffered and perpetrated by adolescents 
are presented based on the “zero tolerance” criterion (including “once or twice”) and the technical 
abuse criterion (with a response of “three to five times”/”three to twelve times” or more in terms 
of frequency to any indicator, see also Ibabe, Arnoso, & Elgorriaga, 2016). In a second step, vari-
able descriptives and spearman correlations are presented, followed by the results of linear regres-
sion models. To account for the hierarchical data structure of students nested within classrooms, 
models with clustered standard errors were employed. Missing data were addressed by using full-
information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation within the sem-command of Stata 14.2. Con-
trol variables and key independent variables were added in a hierarchical fashion: In a first step, 
adolescent aggression was regressed on the set of control variables. In a second and third step, the 
family violence measures and classroom social resource variables were added. Fourth and fifth, 
interaction terms between each classroom social resource and family violence variable were added 
in separate models. In case of significant interactions, values at 1 standard deviation above and 
below the mean level of each moderator were used to calculate the simple slopes, conducted as 
recommended by Holmbeck (2002).                
 For the analyses with dating violence as the dependent variable, only respondents who (a) have 
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ever been in a dating relationship and (b) have had a partner within the past 12 months before the 
survey were kept (sample at risk). Of the 10326 respondents with valid information on the initial 
question of whether or not they ever had a boyfriend or girlfriend at some point in time, 6638 
(64.3%) answered yes. Of all respondents who have ever been in a dating relationship, 2287 re-
ported that they had no partner in the last 12 months. This reduced the sample at risk to n = 4351 
students. For the analyses, we excluded classrooms for which data was available for less than three 
students (n = 5), which reduced the adolescent-to-parent-aggression sample to n = 3543 respond-
ents, the adolescent-to-teacher-aggression sample to n = 3529 respondents, and the adolescent-to-
partner-aggression sample to n = 4350 respondents. The mean age of the total analysis sample was 
14.9 years (SD = .73), 50.2% were male, 24.2% had a migration background, and 7.8% were de-
pendent on social welfare. 
6.7 Results 
Prevalence of Aggression in Multiple Social Contexts 
Table 1 shows that 14.8% of students had suffered technical physical abuse by parents (with a 
response of “three to twelve times” or higher). If we take into account the “zero tolerance” criterion 
(including “once or twice”), the overall percentage rises to 41.2%. With regard to IPV, 1.7% of the 
respondents reported exposure to technical abuse between their parents. This percentage amounts 
to 4.7% if we consider the “zero tolerance” criterion. Furthermore, 42.0% of adolescents reported 
at least one act of verbal aggression toward their parents in the past 12 months, while 4.4% reported 
at least one act of physical aggression (“zero tolerance”). Applying the technical abuse criterion, 
these rates decrease to 14.1% and 1.4%, respectively. With regard to adolescent-to-teacher aggres-
sion, 10.8% perpetrated verbal and 0.9% physical aggression at least once. More than half of the 
sample (51.3%) engaged in verbal dating violence within the past 12 months, while 8.7% perpe-
trated physical dating violence. Table 2 shows that adolescents who met the technical abuse crite-
rion in relation to the two types of family violence consistently scored higher on aggression toward 
parents, schoolteachers, and dating partners than those identified by the “zero tolerance” criterion, 
except for physical adolescent-to-teacher aggression. All differences between the two groups were 
statistically significant with regard to parent-to-child physical violence but not in the case of IPV, 
where only group differences in physical adolescent-to-parent aggression were statistically signif-
icant (p < .01). 
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Table 1. Prevalence Rates of Aggression in Multiple Social Contexts and Exposure to Family 
Violence. 
 
Technical abuse  
criterion1 
“Zero tolerance” 
criterion2 
 n % n % 
Dependent variables     
Adolescent-to-parent aggression – verbal a 500 14.1 1489 42.0 
Adolescent-to-parent aggression – physical a  48  1.4  154   4.4 
Adolescent-to-teacher aggression – verbal a  84  2.4  382 10.8 
Adolescent-to-teacher aggression – physical a  13  0.4    32   0.9 
Adolescent-to-partner aggression – verbal a 617 15.3 2073 51.3 
Adolescent-to-partner aggression – physical a  89  2.2   351   8.7 
Independent variables     
Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV) b 1539 14.8 4277 41.2 
Intimate partner violence (IPV) a   169   1.7  456   4.7 
a in the last 12 months; b during childhood (prior to age 12); 1 response category “three to five times”/”three 
to twelve times” or higher in terms of frequency to any indicator; 2 response category “once or twice” or 
higher in terms of frequency to any indicator; data are unweighted. 
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Table 2. Adolescent Aggression in Multiple Social Contexts by Exposure Level to Family Violence. 
 Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV) Intimate partner violence (IPV) 
 
Technical abuse  
criterion1  
“Zero tolerance”  
criterion2 
Technical abuse 
criterion1 
“Zero tolerance” 
criterion2 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Adolescent-to-parent aggression  – verbal  1.68 c 2.09 1.24 1.66 1.67 2.29 1.58 2.07 
Adolescent-to-parent aggression  – physical     .31 c         .99   .17  .71     .65 b 1.43  .36  .10 
Adolescent-to-teacher aggression  – verbal     .41 c 1.07  .25  .79  .22  .60  .20  .60 
Adolescent-to-teacher aggression  – physical    .08 a  .58  .04  .43  .07  .38  .10  .63 
Adolescent-to-partner aggression  – verbal  1.48 c 1.65 1.29 1.50 1.71 1.73 1.53 1.60 
Adolescent-to-partner aggression – physical   .35 c  .97  .24  .77 .43 1.02  .40 1.00 
1 response category “three to five times”/”three to twelve times” or higher in terms of frequency to any indicator; 2 response category “once or twice” 
or higher in terms of frequency to any indicator; a difference between the groups significant at p < .05; b difference between the groups significant at p 
< .01; c difference between the groups significant at p < .001; data are unweighted. 
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Zero-Order Correlations 
Table 3 displays the means, standard deviations, and correlation matrix of the dependent and key 
independent variables. To handle non-normal distribution of variables, spearman correlations were 
employed. All aggression measures were positively correlated with each other, whereby the highest 
correlations were observed between verbal and physical aggression measures within the same so-
cial context (adolescent-to-parent aggression: r = .277, p < .001; adolescent-to-teacher aggression: 
r = .210, p < .001; adolescent-to-partner aggression: r = .333, p < .001). Aggression across contexts 
was positively and significantly correlated with the two variables on family violence, except for 
the relationship between adolescent-to-teacher verbal aggression and IPV (from r = .072, p < .001 
to r = .277, p < .001). Verbal and physical aggression were furthermore inversely correlated with 
classroom social resources (from r = -.034, p < .05 to r = -.150, p < .001), except for adolescent-
to-parent verbal aggression and teacher control. Furthermore, both forms of family violence were 
positively associated with each other (r = .220, p < .001), which was also the case for the three 
classroom social resource variables (from r = .264, p < .001 to r = .407, p < .001). 
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 Table 3. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Spearman Correlations Between Study Variables. 
Variable Range M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. AParA – Verbal  0-8 .82 1.36           
2. AParA – Physical 0-8 .08 .49 .277***          
3. AteaA – Verbal 0-8 .18 .66 .213*** .123***         
4. AteaA – Physical 0-8 .02 .30 .044** .158*** .210***        
5. APartA – Verbal 0-6 1.01 1.35  .182*** .076** .131***   .031       
6. APartA – Physical 0-6  .16 .64 .100*** .104*** .129*** .055* .333***      
7. PCV 0-30 1.27 2.89 .277*** .200*** .138***  .072*** .191*** .166***     
8. IPV 0-10  .11 .68 .094*** .162***  .027   .085*** .108*** .112*** .220***    
9. Teacher control 1-4 3.41 .62  -.034 -.050**  -.094*** -.037* -.056*** -.065*** -.087*** -.061***   
10. Teacher-student support 1-4 2.84 .66 -.111*** -.046** -.133*** -.034* -.144*** -.081*** -.122*** -.038*** .394***  
11. Supportive SSR 1-4 2.68 .67 -.069*** -.041* -.101*** -.055** -.150*** -.067*** -.142*** -.079*** .264*** .407*** 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; pairwise correlations are shown; AParA = Adolescent-to-parent aggression; ATeaA = Adolescent-to-teacher aggression; APartA 
= Adolescent-to-partner aggression; PCV = Parent-to-child physical violence; IPV = Intimate partner violence (between parents); SSR = Student-student rela-
tionships; data are unweighted. 
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Results From Regression Models 
Table 4 presents the results from linear regression models on adolescent aggression in the three 
social contexts, whereby both unstandardized (b) and standardized (ß) coefficients are shown. In 
Step 1 of each set of models, each dependent variable was regressed on the set of control variables. 
The relationships were as expected for most variables, although not every relationship was statis-
tically significant. In Step 2, the two key independent variables on family violence were added. In 
partial support for Hypothesis 1a, parent-to-child physical violence was significantly related to 
verbal (b = .130, ß = .262, p < .001) and physical (b = .037, ß = .206, p < .001) aggression toward 
parents, to verbal (b = .025, ß = .103, p < .001) aggression toward teachers as well as to both verbal 
(b = .034, ß = .090, p < .001) and physical (b = .018, ß = .100, p < .001) aggression toward dating 
partners. IPV showed only one significant relationship with physical aggression toward parents (b 
= .109, ß = .156, p < .01). In line with Hypotheses 1b, the relationship between exposure to family 
violence and aggression was strongest for adolescent-to-parent aggression.     
 In Step 3, the three classroom resource variables were added as main effects. The results par-
tially corroborated Hypothesis 2, showing that teacher-student support was significantly linked 
with less frequent verbal aggression across social contexts as well as with lower physical aggres-
sion toward dating partners. Supportive student-student relationships were associated with less fre-
quent verbal aggression toward parents and dating partners, as well as with less frequent physical 
aggression toward schoolteachers. Unexpectedly, teacher control was related to more frequent ver-
bal aggression toward dating partners. In Step 4 a-c, three two-way interaction terms with parent-
to-child physical violence and each classroom resource variable were added separately. None of 
these was, however, statistically significant. Finally, Step 5 a-c introduced two-way interaction 
terms between IPV and each of the three classroom resource variables. Three of these interactions 
were statistically significant, lending some support for Hypothesis 3. Teacher control (b = -.135, ß 
= -.220, p < .05) and supportive student-student relationships (b = -.158, ß = -.206, p < .01) mod-
erated the association between exposure to IPV and verbal aggression toward parents. In addition, 
supportive student-student relationships (b = -.089, ß = -.320, p < .05) moderated the association 
between IPV and physical aggression toward parents. All interactions were of small to moderate 
effect size (see Cohen, 1988). Decomposition of the interaction terms revealed that more frequent 
IPV (+ 1 SD above the mean) was more strongly associated with verbal aggression toward parents 
if adolescents perceived lower (b = .890, p < .001) than higher (b = .845, p < .001) teacher control, 
as well as lower (b = .976, p < .001) than higher (b = .750, p < .001) support by classmates. Simi-
larly, more frequent IPV was less strongly related to physical aggression toward parents if the 
quality of student-student-relationships was perceived as high (b = .109, p < .001), compared to 
low (b = .160, p < .001). 
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Table 4. Linear Regression Models on Adolescent Aggression in Multiple Social Contexts. 
 Adolescent-to-parent aggression 
(AParA) 
Adolescent-to-teacher aggression 
(ATeaA) 
Adolescent-to-partner aggression 
(APartA) 
 Verbal   Physical   Verbal   Physical   Verbal   Physical    
Step 1: Control variables b ß b ß b ß b ß b ß b ß 
  Age   .038  .021  .002  .003  .051**  .057**  .019*  .047*  .155***  .087***  .027  .032 
  Sex (1 = male) -.400*** -.148*** -.019 -.019  .042  .032  .016  .027 -.537*** -.198*** -.137*** -.107*** 
  Ethnicity (Ref. = German)             
      Turkish -.268* -.041* -.037 -.016  .118  .037  .023  .016  .399**  .058**  .223*  .069* 
      Former SU/Eastern Europe -.049 -.011  .074  .046  .141**  .065**  .004  .004  .341***  .078***  .108*  .052* 
      Other -.165* -.037* -.045* -.028* -.007 -.003  .027  .027  .289***  .068***  .047  .023 
  Single-parent household  .178**  .053**  .010  .009  .047  .028  .010  .014  .071  .022 -.018 -.012 
  Social welfare dependence  .165  .033  .082  .045  .032  .013  .027  .024  .284**  .064**  .176**  .084** 
  School type (Ref. = High)             
       Low -.069 -.017  .059  .039  .184**  .091**  .055*  .060*  .084  .020  .098  .049 
       Medium -.149** -.055** -.026 -.026  .011  .008  .009  .016  .025  .009  .029  .022 
  Risk-seeking  .354***  .198***  .082***  .127***  .171***  .196***  .014  .035  .263***  .153***  .067***  .082*** 
  Class size    .002  .008 -.002 -.018 -.004 -.033  .000  .007 -.003 -.012 -.005 -.039 
R²  .062   .028   .075   .013 ¤   .086   .042  
Step 2: Family Violence Variables              
  Parent-to-child physical violence (PCV)  .130***  .262***  .037***  .206***  .025***  .103***  .009  .085  .034***  .090***  .018***  .100*** 
  Intimate partner violence (IPV)  .102  .053  .109**  .156** -.038 -.040  .016  .037  .057  .037  .035  .047 
R²  .135   .103   .085   .022     .096   .055  
Step 3: Classroom Social Resource  
Variables 
            
  Teacher control (TC)  .032  .014 -.007 -.009 -.035 -.032 -.001 -.001  .089*  .042* -.012 -.012 
  Teacher-student support (TSS) -.105* -.051* -.006 -.008 -.073** -.073** -.003 -.006 -.214*** -.109*** -.035* -.038* 
  Supportive student-student relationships    
(SSR) 
-.082* -.041*  .009  .013 -.016 -.017 -.019* -.043* -.128*** -.066*** -.025 -.027 
R²  .139   .103   .092   .024   .113   .058  
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Step 4 a-c: Two-way-interactions (PCV)             
PCV x TC    .026  .166 -.001 -.017 -.001 -.009 -.006 -.175  .013  .105  .001   .019 
R²  .140  .103   .092 ¤   .025   .113   .058  
PCV x  TSS    .023  .120 .009  .136  .011  .116 -.000 -.010  .010  .067 -.005 -.070 
R²  .141  .105   .093   .024   .114   .058  
PCV x SSR    .014  .067 .002  .034 -.004 -.045 -.009 -.209  .020  .123  .004   .059 
R²  .140  .103   .092 ¤   .028   .115   .059  
Step 5 a-c:  Two-way-interactions (IPV)             
IPV x TC  -.135* -.220* -.062 -.281  .003  .012 -.003 -.022 -.024 -.051 -.013 -.056 
R²  .143  .108   .092 ¤   .024   .113 ¤   .058  
IPV x TSS    -.073 -.104 -.030 -.117  .013  .038  .016  .099  .008  .014 -.006 -.022 
R²  .140  .104   .092   .025   .113   .058  
IPV x SSR  -.158** -.206** -.089* -.320* -.015 -.040  .008  .048  .043  .070  .019   .065 
¤ R²  .144   .113   .092   .024   .114   .059  
n 3543  3539  3529  3529  4350  4350  
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; unstandardized (b) and standardized (ß) coefficients are shown; FIML estimation with clustered standard errors; data are unweighted. 
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The significant interactions were also plotted graphically (see Figure 1a-c), depicting the respective 
regression slopes at low (mean - 1 SD), medium (mean), and high (mean + 1 SD) levels of IPV and 
the classroom resource variables. Concerning the “IPV x Teacher control”-interaction and the “IPV 
x Student-student relationships”-interaction in relation to adolescent-to-parent verbal aggression, 
the slope was steepest at low-quality classroom resources, suggesting that the strongest relationship 
between IPV and verbal aggression toward parents is in those individuals who perceive low support 
by classmates or low teacher control. At high frequencies of IPV, low-quality classroom social 
resources resulted in the highest perpetration rates of verbal aggression toward parents. Surpris-
ingly, the lowest rates of verbal aggression were identified for those students who witnessed little 
IPV and who perceived teacher control as low. At low frequencies of IPV, high teacher control 
resulted in the highest level of verbal aggression toward parents. The same general pattern of results 
was identified for the “IPV x Student-student relationships”-interaction in the case of physical ag-
gression toward parents, whereby again, the slope was steepest at frequent IPV and low-quality 
relationships with classmates. Again, the lowest rates of aggression were identified in those stu-
dents who witnessed little IPV and who perceived low-quality relationships with classroom peers.  
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Figure 1a. Simple Slopes Representing the Relationship Between IPV and Adolescent-to-Parent Verbal Aggression 
at Different Levels of Teacher Control. 
 
Figure 1b. Simple Slopes Representing the Relationship Between IPV and Adolescent-to-Parent Verbal Aggression 
at Different Levels of Student-Student Support. 
 
Figure 1c. Simple Slopes Representing the Relationship Between IPV and Adolescent-to-Parent Physical Aggres-
sion at Different Levels of Student-Student Support.
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6.8 Discussion 
The current study examined whether classroom social resources can counter the negative im-
pact conveyed by family violence (parent-to-child physical violence and parental IPV) on ado-
lescent aggression in various social contexts. Although there are several studies showing that 
classroom social resources play an important role in socializing aggressive behavior in students 
(Thomas, Bierman, & Powers, 2011), scant evidence exists on whether such resources can help 
overcome the behavioral consequences of high-risk family environments by providing an envi-
ronment where aggression is discouraged (Meehan et al., 2003; Vaughan-Jensen et al., 2018). 
 In partial support for Hypothesis 1a, parent-to-child physical violence was consistently re-
lated to verbal and physical aggression across social contexts (with the exception of physical 
adolescent-to-teacher aggression), while parental IPV showed significant associations with 
physical aggression toward parents. There was also support for Hypotheses 1b: The relationship 
between family violence and aggression being strongest for adolescent-to-parent aggression, 
the results lend support for the idea that the ‘cycle of family violence’ is primarily perpetuated 
within the family. Nevertheless, our findings demonstrate that the cycle of violence also extends 
to domains outside the family, including relationships with teachers and romantic partners. Par-
ent-to-child physical violence was furthermore more strongly related to verbal than to physical 
aggression toward parents, which may reflect the observation that physical aggression is a more 
reactive form of aggression, occurring predominantly in direct response to being aggressed, 
rather than as a result of social learning (see also Browne & Hamilton, 1998).     
 Finally, the findings corroborate results of prior studies on adolescent school samples, ac-
cording to which direct victimization by parents is more relevant for later adolescent-to-parent 
aggression than is witnessing IPV between parents (Izaguirre & Calvete, 2016). Estimated prev-
alence rates of family violence exposure and aggression in different contexts were comparable 
to those found in other studies on community samples of adolescents (e.g., Ibabe & Bentler, 
2016; Izaguirre & Calvete, 2016; Khoury-Kassabri et al., 2009).   
There was mixed support for Hypotheses 2 and 3. While teacher control was unexpectedly 
linked with more frequent verbal aggression toward dating partners, teacher-student support 
was consistently related to lower verbal aggression across contexts as well as to lower physical 
aggression toward dating partners. Furthermore, supportive student-student relationships were 
linked with less frequent verbal aggression toward parents and dating partners, as well as with 
less frequent physical aggression toward schoolteachers. Three significant interaction effects 
were identified between IPV, classroom social resources, and aggression toward parents: Ver-
bal aggression toward parents in the context of high exposure to IPV was reduced at high-
quality relationships with classmates, as well as at high levels of teacher control. In addition, 
students who reported more frequent IPV behaved less physically aggressive toward parents if 
teacher control was high.  
The finding that the detrimental impact of violent home environments was moderated by 
social resources available in the classroom is consistent with a stress-buffering perspective (Co-
hen & Wills, 1985) and corroborates prior research demonstrating the protective effects of sup-
portive relationships with peers on violent behavior (Bokhorst, Sumter, & Westenberg, 2010; 
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Obsuth et al., 2017). It also complements other strands of research analyzing school factors as 
substitutes for low parent-child attachment and low parental involvement in their children’s 
academic lives (Hoffmann & Dufur, 2008). The beneficial effect of high-level classroom re-
sources is likely driven by the social capital which is available to students in these classrooms 
(Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, & Gottfredson, 2005). The identified pattern of interactions 
suggests a synergistic interplay between family and peer contexts, which has also been found 
in prior studies (Benson & Buehler, 2012). However, it must be said that most of the relation-
ships among family violence and adolescent aggression were not significantly impacted by 
classroom social resources (for similar results, see Vaughan-Jensen et al., 2018). This indicates 
that the buffering potential of social resources in the classroom is highly limited and further-
more only observable in the context of IPV and aggression toward parents.    
 The unexpected finding that teacher control was linked with more instead of less frequent 
verbal aggression toward dating partners could be partly explained by the possibility that teach-
ers more often employ classroom management practices characterized by high control and su-
pervision if the student body shows elevated conduct problems. One way for teachers try 
to control students is through disciplinary rules and punitive consequences for breaking those 
rules, which, in turn, may give rise to student misbehavior, such as bullying (Allen, 2010). Thus, 
high teacher control may be a reaction to problematic student behavior, which might extend to 
intra-family aggressive interactional patterns. The finding that less frequently witnessed IPV 
combined with low perceived teacher control and student-student support was associated with 
the lowest rates of aggression toward parents may indicate that there might be a subgroup of 
students from non-abusive families who are rejected by classmates or who socially withdraw 
from peers. Consequently, they might not engage in retaliation of aggressive behavior within 
the family. Rather, such adolescents may show psychological impairment, which should be 
more thoroughly assessed in future research. Alternatively, this may be a ‘floor effect’, meaning 
that students in the lower range of the respective measures cannot be validly distinguished due 
to low variance, notably because there are many students who reported low levels of IPV.  
 Future research should explore more thoroughly the moderating role of classroom social 
resources in the context of abusive families while using longitudinal samples in order to assess 
the temporal order of events (Powers, 2010). Furthermore, dynamic theories, such as the life-
course approach (Sampson & Laub, 2005) represent a fruitful framework for studying the de-
velopment of aggression after exposure to family violence. Such a dynamic perspective would 
also consider the impact of family violence as depending on the timing, type, and chronicity of 
violence exposure. Besides the need for further research to put a stronger theoretical and em-
pirical focus on the potentially changing role of classroom-related resources, research should 
also focus on the question of how buffering effects of various social contexts (e.g., family, 
school, peer group) might work together, and how they do so at various developmental stages. 
Finally, school environment could affect boys and girls in different ways. For instance, Estévez 
López, Pérez, Ochoa, and Ruiz (2008) found that a positive classroom environment was a 
stronger protective factor for boys in the development of problems of behavior at school, 
whereas for girls this was the case for a positive family environment. 
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6.9 Implications for Practice 
The results on the adverse and potentially long-lasting effects of family violence on adolescent 
aggression across social contexts highlight the importance of working to prevent incidences of 
aggression toward primary caregivers, schoolteachers, and dating partners through policies and 
programs that can support the prevention of aggression. Some of such interventions have al-
ready been implemented to reduce specific types of violence exposures and aggression (Leen 
et al., 2013; MacMillan et al., 2009). Such programs targeting the risk factor of family violence 
have the potential to prevent aggression in several social contexts. Seeing that schools are often 
the service in closest and longest contact with an adolescent living with domestic violence, 
teachers can play a vital role in helping families access welfare services, thereby reducing one 
major risk factor for adolescent aggression. Our findings point furthermore to policy actions 
concerning the question how factors within the family and school environment might compen-
sate for one another. If students establish close bonds with classmates and experience high 
teacher control, exposure to family adversities appear to matter less, although beneficial effects 
were only observable for aggression directed toward parents in the context of IPV. Our results 
generally point to the need for specialized interventions that focus on enhancing teachers’ class-
room management practices and the quality of student-student relationships for adolescents ex-
posed to known family risk factors. High-quality relationships in the school context may foster 
self-esteem and problem-solving skills in at-risk-students, while reducing stress levels and mal-
adaptive coping strategies. Essentially, teacher trainings that aim at implementing classroom 
management strategies that enhance prosocial student behavior (see Oliver, Wehby, & Reschly, 
2011 for a systematic review) seem important for reducing at-risk adolescents’ aggression to-
ward parents.  
To sum up, our findings highlight the importance of creating effective classroom manage-
ment practices and supportive peer relationships during secondary school in order to prevent 
and reduce engagement in aggression, particularly among at-risk individuals.  
 
6.10 Limitations 
Three major limitations can be identified in the current study. These concern the use of cross-
sectional data, the use of adolescent self-report, and the use of measures that sometimes relied 
on a small number of items. The cross-sectional nature of the study makes it impossible to 
identify causal relationships between family adversities, classroom social resources, and ado-
lescent aggression. In order to have a stronger rationale for cause and effect, and to further be 
able to address change in adjustment outcomes associated with exposure to family violence, 
longitudinal data would be desirable. Social desirability bias, notably regarding the reporting 
of events associated with aggressive conduct, may result underestimations of own behavioral 
adjustment.  Although we relied on retrospective measures of parent-to-child aggression, re-
sponses might be furthermore affected by current parent-child-relationships that overshadow 
previous memories and thus potentially bias results. In order to limit social desirability bias in 
the data generating process, we stressed the principle of anonymity and took care that each 
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student filled out their questionnaire by himself or herself. To decrease shared method variance, 
a multi-informant approach should be followed, in which other sources are used to gather in-
formation on adjustment difficulties, such as parents, or teachers. These limitations notwith-
standing, the results of the present study extend the yet scant knowledge about classroom social 
resources as buffers of family adversities. In particular, the results support the need for preven-
tive efforts targeting violent-free home environments as well as school environments charac-
terized by high-quality interpersonal resources. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P a g e  | 233 
 
 
 
6.11 References 
Allen, K. P. (2010). Classroom management, bullying, and teacher practices. Professional Ed-
ucator, 34(1), 1–15. 
Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs N.J: Prentice Hall.  
Beckmann, L., Bergmann, M. C., Fischer, F., & Mößle, T. (2017). Risk and protective factors 
of child-to-parent violence: A comparison between physical and verbal aggression. Journal 
of Interpersonal Violence, 886260517746129. doi.org/10.1177/0886260517746129. 
Benson, M. J., & Buehler, C. (2012). Family process and peer deviance influences on adoles-
cent aggression: Longitudinal effects across early and middle adolescence. Child Develop-
ment, 83(4), 1213–1228. doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01763.x. 
Berg, J. K., & Cornell, D. (2016). Authoritative school climate, aggression toward teachers, and 
teacher distress in middle school. School Psychology Quarterly, 31(1), 122–139. 
doi.org/10.1037/spq0000132. 
Bergmann, M. C., Baier, D., Rehbein, F., & Mößle, T. (2017). Jugendliche in Niedersachsen. 
Ergebnisse des Niedersachsensurveys 2013 und 2015: [Adolescents in Lower Saxony. Re-
sults of two representative school surveys conducted in 2013 and 2015]. Hannover: KFN 
Forschungsbericht Nr. 131.  
Bokhorst, C. L., Sumter, S. R., & Westenberg, P. M. (2010). Social support from parents, 
friends, classmates, and teachers in children and adolescents aged 9 to 18 years: Who is 
perceived as most supportive? Social Development, 19(2), 417–426. doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9507.2009.00540.x. 
Browne, K. D., & Hamilton, C. E. (1998). Physical violence between young adults and their 
parents: Associations with a history of child maltreatment. Journal of family violence, 13(1), 
59–79. doi.org/10.1023/A:1022812816957. 
Calvete, E., Orue, I., & Gámez-Guadix, M. (2013). Child-to-parent violence: Emotional and 
behavioral predictors. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 28(4), 755–772. 
doi.org/10.1177/0886260512455869. 
Cascardi, M., & Jouriles, E. N. (2018). Mechanisms underlying the association of exposure to 
family of origin violence and adolescent dating violence. In D. A. Wolfe & J. R. Temple 
(Eds.), Adolescent dating violence: Theory, research, and prevention (pp. 159–188). Lon-
don: Academic Press. doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811797-2.00007-4. 
Chen, J. K., & Astor, R. A. (2009). Students' reports of violence against teachers in Taiwanese 
schools. Journal of School Violence, 8(1), 2–17. doi.org/10.1080/15388220802067680. 
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  
Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering hypothesis. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 98(2), 310–357. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.310. 
P a g e  | 234 
 
 
 
Conger, R. D., Conger, K. J., & Martin, M. J. (2010). Socioeconomic status, family processes, 
and individual development. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(3), 685–704. 
doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00725.x. 
Demaray, M. K., Malecki, C. K., Davidson, L. M., Hodgson, K. K., & Rebus, P. J. (2005). The 
relationship between social support and student adjustment: A longitudinal analysis. Psy-
chology in the Schools, 42(7), 691–706. doi.org/10.1002/pits.20120. 
Douglas, K. S., & Lyon, D. R. (1999). Violence against British Columbia teachers: Report of 
the Simon Fraser University/British Columbia Teachers' Federation violence against teach-
ers survey. BCTF Research. 
Estévez López, E., Pérez, S. M., Ochoa, G. M., & Ruiz, D. M. (2008). Adolescent aggression: 
Effects of gender and family and school environments. Journal of Adolescence, 31(4), 433–
450. doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.09.007. 
Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating the use 
of exploratory factor analysis in psychological research. Psychological Methods, 4, 272–
299. doi:10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272. 
Fernández-González, L., Wekerle, C., & Goldstein, A. L. (2014). Measuring adolescent dating 
violence: Development of ‘conflict in adolescent dating relationships inventory’ short form. 
Advances in Mental Health, 11(1), 35–54. doi.org/10.5172/jamh.2012.11.1.35. 
Foshee, V. A., Karriker-Jaffe, K. J., Reyes, H. L., Ennett, S. T., Suchindran, C., Bau-
man, K. E., & Benefield, T. S. (2008). What accounts for demographic differences in trajec-
tories of adolescent dating violence? An examination of intrapersonal and contextual medi-
ators. The Journal of Adolescent Health, 42(6), 596–604. 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2007.11.005. 
Gámez-Guadix, M., & Calvete, E. (2012). Child-to-parent violence and its association with ex-
posure to marital violence and parent-to-child violence. Psicothema, 24(2), 277–283. 
Gershoff, E. T., & Grogan-Kaylor, A. (2016). Spanking and child outcomes: Old controversies 
and new meta-analyses. Journal of Family Psychology, 30(4), 453–469. 
doi.org/10.1037/fam0000191. 
Gottfredson, G. D., Gottfredson, D. C., Payne, A. A., & Gottfredson, N. C. (2005). School cli-
mate predictors of school disorder: Results from a national study of delinquency prevention 
in schools. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 42(4), 412–444. 
doi.org/10.1177/0022427804271931. 
Gottfredson, M. R., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Stanford: Stanford Uni-
versity Press. 
Grasmick, H. G., Tittle, C., Bursik, R., & Arneklev, B. J. (1993). Testing the core empirical 
implications of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime. Journal of Research in 
Crime and Delinquency, 30(1), 5–29. doi:10.1177/0022427893030001002. 
Hawkins, J. D., & Weis, J. G. (1985). The social development model: An integrated approach 
to delinquency prevention. The Journal of Primary Prevention, 6(2), 73–97. 
doi.org/10.1007/BF01325432. 
P a g e  | 235 
 
 
 
Haynie, D. L., Farhat, T., Brooks-Russell, A., Wang, J., Barbieri, B., & Iannotti, R. J. (2013). 
Dating violence perpetration and victimization among U.S. Adolescents: Prevalence, pat-
terns, and associations with health complaints and substance use. The Journal of Adolescent 
Health : Official Publication of the Society for Adolescent Medicine, 53(2), 194–201. 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2013.02.008. 
Hoffmann, J. P., & Dufur, M. J. (2008). Family and school capital effects on delinquency: Sub-
stitutes or complements? Sociological Perspectives, 51(1), 29–62. 
doi.org/10.1525/sop.2008.51.1.29. 
Holmbeck, G. N. (2002). Post-hoc probing of significant moderational and mediational effects 
in studies of pediatric populations. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 27(1), 87–96. 
Hong, J. S., Kral, M. J., Espelage, D. L., & Allen-Meares, P. (2012). The social ecology of ad-
olescent-initiated parent abuse: A review of the literature. Child Psychiatry and Human De-
velopment, 43(3), 431–454. doi.org/10.1007/s10578-011-0273-y. 
Ibabe, I., & Bentler, P. M. (2016). The contribution of family relationships to child-to-parent 
violence. Journal of Family Violence, 31(2), 259–269. doi.org/10.1007/s10896-015-9764-0. 
Ibabe, I., Arnoso, A., & Elgorriaga, E. (2016). Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: Adaptation to 
Basque population and sexism as a risk factor of dating violence. The Spanish Journal of 
Psychology, 19, E78. doi.org/10.1017/sjp.2016.80. 
Ibabe, I., & Jaureguizar, J. (2010). Child-to-parent violence: Profile of abusive adolescents and 
their families. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(4), 616–624. doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrim-
jus.2010.04.034. 
Ibabe, I., Jaureguizar, J., & Bentler, P. M. (2013). Protective factors for adolescent violence 
against authority. The Spanish Journal of Psychology, 16, E76. doi.org/10.1017/sjp.2013.72. 
Idema, H., & Phalet, K. (2007). Transmission of gender-role values in Turkish-German migrant 
families: the role of gender, intergenerational and intercultural relations. Zeitschrift für Fam-
ilienforschung, 19(1), 71–105. 
Izaguirre, A., & Calvete, E. (2016). Exposure to family violence as a predictor of dating vio-
lence and child-to-parent aggression in Spanish adolescents. Youth & Society, 49, 1–20. 
doi.org/10.1177/0044118X16632138. 
Johnson, W. L., Giordano, P. C., Manning, W. D., & Longmore, M. A. (2014). The Age-IPV 
curve: Changes in intimate partner violence perpetration during adolescence and young 
adulthood. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 44(3), 708–726. doi.org/10.1007/s10964-014-
0158-z. 
Kennedy, T. D., Edmonds, W. A., Dann, K. T. J., & Burnett, K. F. (2010). The clinical and 
adaptive features of young offenders with histories of child-parent violence. Journal of Fam-
ily Violence, 25(5), 509–520. doi.org/10.1007/s10896-010-9312-x. 
Khoury-Kassabri, M., Astor, R. A., & Benbenishty, R. (2009). Middle Eastern adolescents' per-
petration of school violence against peers and teachers: A cross-cultural and ecological anal-
ysis. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 24(1), 159–182. 
doi.org/10.1177/0886260508315777. 
P a g e  | 236 
 
 
 
Kinsfogel, K. M., & Grych, J. H. (2004). Interparental conflict and adolescent dating relation-
ships: Integrating cognitive, emotional, and peer influences. Journal of Family Psychology 
: JFP : Journal of the Division of Family Psychology of the American Psychological Asso-
ciation (Division 43), 18(3), 505–515. doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.18.3.505. 
Kuay, H. S., Lee, S., Centifanti, L. C. M., Parnis, A. C., Mrozik, J. H., & Tiffin, P. A. (2016). 
Adolescents as perpetrators of aggression within the family. International Journal of Law 
and Psychiatry, 47, 60–67. doi:10.1016/j.ijlp.2016.02.035. 
Leen, E., Sorbring, E., Mawer, M., Holdsworth, E., Helsing, B., & Bowen, E. (2013). Preva-
lence, dynamic risk factors and the efficacy of primary interventions for adolescent dating 
violence: An international review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 18(1), 159–174. 
doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.11.015. 
Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2009). A Review of Empirical Evidence About School Size Ef-
fects: A Policy Perspective. Review of Educational Research, 79(1), 464–490. 
doi.org/10.3102/0034654308326158. 
Lewis, S. F., & Fremouw, W. (2001). Dating violence: A critical review of the literature. Clin-
ical Psychology Review, 21(1), 105–127. 
Longobardi, C., Badenes-Ribera, L., Fabris, M. A., Martinez, A., & McMahon, S. D. (2019). 
Prevalence of student violence against teachers: A meta-analysis. Psychology of Violence, 
9(6), 596–610. doi: 10.1037/vio0000202. 
Lösel, F., & Farrington, D. P. (2012). Direct protective and buffering protective factors in the 
development of youth violence. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 43, S8-S23. 
doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2012.04.029. 
Ludy-Dobson, C., & Perry, B. (2010). The role of healthy relational interactions in buffering 
the impact of childhood trauma. In E. Gil (Ed.), Working with children to heal interpersonal 
trauma: The power of play (pp. 26–43). New York [et al.]: Guilford. 
MacMillan, H. L., Wathen, C. N., Barlow, J., Fergusson, D. M., Leventhal, J. M., & 
Taussig, H. N. (2009). Interventions to prevent child maltreatment and associated impair-
ment. The Lancet, 373(9659), 250–266. doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(08)61708-0. 
Maldonado-Carreño, C., & Votruba-Drzal, E. (2011). Teacher-child relationships and the de-
velopment of academic and behavioral skills during elementary school: A within- and be-
tween-child analysis. Child Development, 82(2), 601–616. doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2010.01533.x. 
Margolin, G., & Baucom, B. R. (2014). Adolescents' aggression to parents: Longitudinal links 
with parents' physical aggression. The Journal of Adolescent Health, 55(5), 645–651. 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.05.008. 
McGrath, K. F., & van Bergen, P. (2015). Who, when, why and to what end? Students at risk 
of negative student–teacher relationships and their outcomes. Educational Research Review, 
14, 1–17. doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2014.12.001. 
P a g e  | 237 
 
 
 
Meehan, B. T., Hughes, J. N., & Cavell, T. A. (2003). Teacher-student relationships as com-
pensatory resources for aggressive children. Child Development, 74(4), 1145–1157. 
doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00598. 
Miller-Lewis, L. R., Searle, A. K., Sawyer, M. G., Baghurst, P. A., & Hedley, D. (2013). Re-
source factors for mental health resilience in early childhood: An analysis with multiple 
methodologies. Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Mental Health, 7, 6. 
doi.org/10.1186/1753-2000-7-6. 
Mortimer, J. T., & Call, K. T. (2001). Arenas of comfort in adolescence. A study of adjustment 
in context. New York: Psychology Press. doi: 10.4324/9781410600226. 
Muñoz-Rivas, M. J., Graña, J. L., O'Leary, K. D., & González, M. P. (2007). Aggression in ad-
olescent dating relationships: Prevalence, justification, and health consequences. The Jour-
nal of Adolescent Health, 40(4), 298–304. doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2006.11.137. 
O’Hara, K. L., Duchschere, J. E., Beck, C. J. A., & Lawrence, E. (2017). Adolescent-to-parent 
violence: Translating research into effective practice. Adolescent Research Review, 2(3), 
181–198. doi.org/10.1007/s40894-016-0051-y. 
Obsuth, I., Mueller Johnson, K., Murray, A. L., Ribeaud, D., & Eisner, M. (2018). Violent 
poly-victimization: The longitudinal patterns of physical and emotional victimization 
throughout adolescence (11-17 years). Journal of Research on Adolescence, 28(4), 786–806. 
doi.org/10.1111/jora.12365. 
Obsuth, I., Murray, A. L., Malti, T., Sulger, P., Ribeaud, D., & Eisner, M. (2017). A Non-bi-
partite propensity score analysis of the effects of teacher-student relationships on adolescent 
problem and prosocial behavior. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(8), 1661–1687. 
doi.org/10.1007/s10964-016-0534-y. 
O'Leary, K. D., Smith Slep, A. M., Avery-Leaf, S., & Cascardi, M. (2008). Gender differences 
in dating aggression among multiethnic high school students. The Journal of Adolescent 
Health, 42(5), 473–479. doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2007.09.012. 
Oliver, R. M., Wehby, J. H., & Reschly, D. J. (2011). Teacher classroom management prac-
tices: Effects on disruptive or aggressive student behavior. Society for Research on Educa-
tional Effectiveness. Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED519160.pdf. 
Piotrowska, P. J., Stride, C. B., Croft, S. E., & Rowe, R. (2015). Socioeconomic status and an-
tisocial behaviour among children and adolescents: A systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Clinical Psychology Review, 35, 47–55. doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2014.11.003. 
Powers, J. (2010). Ecological risk and resilience perspective: A theoretical framework support-
ing evidence-based practice in schools. Journal of Evidence-Based Social Work, 7(5), 443–
451. doi.org/10.1080/15433714.2010.509216. 
Rabold, S., & Baier, D. (2011). Why are some ethnic groups more violent than others? The role 
of friendship network's ethnic composition. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 26(15), 
3127–3156. doi.org/10.1177/0886260510390944. 
Routt, G., & Anderson, L. (2011). Adolescent violence towards parents. Journal of Aggression, 
Maltreatment & Trauma, 20(1), 1–19. doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2011.537595. 
P a g e  | 238 
 
 
 
Rutter, M. (1985). Resilience in the Face of Adversity. British Journal of Psychiatry, 147(6), 
598–611. doi.org/10.1192/bjp.147.6.598. 
Sampson, R. J., & Laub, J. H. (2005). A life-course view of the development of crime. Annals 
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 602, 12–45. 
Silver, R. B., Measelle, J. R., Armstrong, J. M., & Essex, M. J. (2005). Trajectories of class-
room externalizing behavior: Contributions of child characteristics, family characteristics, 
and the teacher–child relationship during the school transition. Journal of School Psychol-
ogy, 43(1), 39–60. doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2004.11.003. 
Simmons, R. G., & Blyth, D. A. (1987). Moving into adolescence: The impact of pubertal 
change and school context. New York: Aldine de Gruyter. 
Simmons, M., McEwan, T. E., Purcell, R., & Ogloff, J. R.P. (2018). Sixty years of child-to-
parent abuse research: What we know and where to go. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 
38, 31–52. doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.11.001. 
Straus, M. A. (1979). Measuring intrafamily conflict and violence: The Conflict Tactics (CT) 
Scales. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 41(1), 75–88. doi.org/10.2307/351733. 
Thomas, D. E., Bierman, K. L., & Powers, C. J. (2011). The influence of classroom aggression 
and classroom climate on aggressive-disruptive behavior. Child Development, 82(3), 751–
757. doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01586.x. 
Vaughan-Jensen, J., Smith, D. M., Blake, J. J., Keith, V. M., & Willson, V. K. (2018). Break-
ing the cycle of child maltreatment and intimate partner violence: The effects of student 
gender and caring relationships with teachers. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & 
Trauma, 1, 1–19. doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2018.1522407. 
Walsh, J. A., & Krienert, J. L. (2007). Child–parent violence: An empirical analysis of of-
fender, victim, and event characteristics in a national sample of reported incidents. Journal 
of Family Violence, 22(7), 563–574. doi.org/10.1007/s10896-007-9108-9. 
Wang, M. T., Brinkworth, M., & Eccles, J. (2013). Moderating effects of teacher-student rela-
tionship in adolescent trajectories of emotional and behavioral adjustment. Developmental 
Psychology, 49(4), 690–705. doi.org/10.1037/a0027916. 
Wathen, C. N., & MacMillan, H. L. (2013). Children’s exposure to intimate partner violence: 
Impacts and interventions. Paediatrics & Child Health, 18(8), 419–422. 
Wentzel, K. R., Russell, S., & Baker, S. (2016). Emotional support and expectations from par-
ents, teachers, and peers predict adolescent competence at school. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 108(2), 242–255. doi.org/10.1037/edu0000049. 
Willems, Y. E., Li, J. B., Hendriks, A. M., Bartels, M., & Finkenauer, C. (2018). The relation-
ship between family violence and self-control in adolescence: A multi-level meta-analysis. 
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 15, 2468. 
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15112468. 
Wincentak, K., Connolly, J., & Card, N. (2017). Teen dating violence: A meta-analytic review 
of prevalence rates. Psychology of Violence, 7(2), 224–241. doi.org/10.1037/a0040194. 
P a g e  | 239 
 
 
 
Wolfe, D. A., Scott, K., Reitzel-Jaffe, D., Wekerle, C., Grasley, C., & Straatman, A. L. (2001). 
Development and validation of the Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory. 
Psychological Assessment, 13(2), 277–293. 
 
